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ABSTRACT
RESPONSIVENESS TO ADULT UNDERGRADUATES
IN A TRADITIONAL LAND-GRANT UNIVERSITY:
AN INSTITUTION-WIDE SELF-ASSES SMENT
MAY 1988
ANNETTE E. GREENLAND, B.S., UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Directed by: Professor Patricia H. Crosson

Nationally, increasing numbers of adults seek participation in
higher education, but many institutions have not yet examined missions
and practices regarding that population. The study was designed to
measure the responsiveness to adult undergraduates of the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst, where 7% of undergraduates are older than 25.

Conte .t and process were adapted from Postsecondary Education Institu-

tions and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide

(Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Learner), which contains
more than 200 practices effective with adults. Instruments incor-
porating modifications from the literature and suggestions of earlier
Guide users were sent to all department and division heads, samples of
faculty and academic advisors, and heads of the Division of Continuing
Education and University Without Walls. Support-service heads were
interviewed via Guide-based protocols. A dual-response format sought
to measure support ("proponence”) and usage for each practice. Data
were subjected to amalyses of variance and a posteriori constrasts
across academic units, gender groups, and other aggregating criteria.
Measures of "climate” for potential adoption were calculated. Written

interpretations of mission were content~analyzed. Measures of adult-

b




student satisfaction with services and enviromment were sought via the

Student Opinion Survey (American College Testing Program), sent to 181

adult undergraduates in adult-degrce programs and traditional majors.
Response rate overall was over 80%. Many practices were in use in
DCE and UWW. Elsewhere, proponence was moderately widespread; usage
lagged far behind. Advisors were identified a; the most responsive
personnel group, Education and Health 3ciences the most responsive
academic units. Students were more satisfied than a national norm
group with advisor ava’lability and program-design flexibility, less
satisfied with course availability at desirad times and with faculty
and staff attitudes. UWW students were generally more satisfied than
other majors. Conclusions: The university is somewhat responsive now,
but potc.tially very responsive, needing primarily an attitude charge.
Recommendations included recognition and professional development for
an emerging advisors council, creation of an office of adult learning
services, and attention to after-hours course offerings. The Guide

adaptation was critiqued and suggoestions for further research offered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement g£ the Problem

Adults in Higher Education

The clientele of higher education institutions has changed in the
United States over its history, particularly in the past two decades.
By 1980 some commentators were claiming that nontraditional students,
including part-time students, adults, and women, were becoming the new
traditional students. Between 1972 and 1982 the rate of growth of the
part-time student population was triple that of the'full-timers; the
over-25 cohort had grown by 702, compared to the under-25 growth rate
of 23% (Shannon, 1986). Women constituted more than half of college
enrollments in 1980, earning the majority of bachelor’s and master’s
degrees.

Figures published in 1986 by the National Center for Education
Statistiés showed that adults, predominantly part-timers, accounted for
more than 402 of all enrollments in higher education, and that more
than five million adults were participating in degree-credit programs

(Documenting and Analyzing the Status of Adult Learning. . . , 1986).

The total is now six million, according to a prepublication report of a
1986~87 national study; of that number 75% are between the ages of 25
and 40, 60% are female, 70% work full time, 60% are degree students

(divided evenly between undergraduate and graduate students), 50% take




four or more courses per year, and 20% are attending on a full-time

basis (Aslanian and Brickell, How Americans in Transition Study for

College Credit, [1988]).

Some forecacters predict a distinctively "adult” cast for post-
secondary education in the next few decades, saying that by 1992 the
proportion of persons over 25 may equal that of persons under 25. In a
paper written in preparation for the present study, Greenland (1986a)

traced the adult-student "presence” in American higher education across

two centuries and identified current issues and trends, concluding that

developments in workplace and lifestyle indicate that more

adults will seek the services of colleges and universities

as technological advances make jobs obsolete, as increased

affluence and leisure time make attendance a more likely

possibility, and as a generally mere schooled (and more
numerous) populace accepts the idea of recurring education

as a natural part of life (pp. 98-99).

Adult enrollment figures vary considerably by type of college or
university. Some residential liberal arts colleges have purposefully
retained their traditional-age-student mission and clientele, many
community colleges attract large numbers both of adults and recent
high-school graduates, and some urban universitjes have transformed
programs in order to recruit a mostly after~hours commuter populaticn.

Some institutions have initiated their own self-appraisals to
determine both the accuracy of th'ir enrollment reports and the "fit"
of their mission to their prospective clientele. Administrators and
other professionals at manv more colleges and universities have dis-

cussed institutional self-evaluations at least to the point of seeking

study materials and the aid of relevant workshops or consultants.

o
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Expanding Knowledge Base

Concurrently with the increased participation of adults in higher
education programs, a sizable body of literature has evolved concerning
the nature and effectiveness of a variety of imstitutional responmses o
adult students. Rooted in and stimulated by the great diversity among
adult learnmers in age, life experience, prior schooling, goals, commit-
ment levels, and other factors, the literature about effective prac-
tices in serving adult learners has increased as theorists and practi-
tioners have replicated and refined studies and found areas of agree-
ment, and as more institutions committed to serving adult students have
willingly and critically looked inward, in order to link desirable
outcomes to identifiable institutional processes.

In a second paper written in preparation for the present study,
Greenland (1986b) examined selected development theories, drew some
implications for practice, and sampled applications in higher-educaticn
settings. Some of the effective-practice literature is based on theo—
ries of individual ego, intellectual, and moral development. Another

developmental perspective, that focusing on institutional adaptation to

adult students, undergirds other theory-to-practice approaches; Ackell
(1986) categorizes universities by the developmental stages they enter

or go through--"laissez-faire," "separatist," and "equity"--as adult
learners become more important constituencies. The first allows adults
to "do the best they can within a system that works neither for them

nor against them"; separatist institutions have "a clearly segregated

and identified adult or evening unit which has "demonstrably lower

priority and status" than its traditional counterpart; and an equity




institution gives adults "the same quality and quantity of service as

it gives younger students" (pp. 2-4).

Age of Accountability

Pressures for increased accountability have made "assessment," in
varying definitions, a "key word for higher education in the 1980s"
(Spangehl, 1987). wWhile use of the term in the present study has a
voluntary, internal, process-oriented, data—-gathering flavor rather
than the externally pressing, outcomes-focused, evaluative connotation
to which the shifting "symbolism of assessment" has recently moved
(Ewell, 1987), the underlying impetus for improvement is a recognizable
one.

All of the forces mentioned above~-the increasing numbers of
enrolled and prospective adult students, the growing body of literature
about adult learners and effective ways to respond to them, and the
general climate for organizational self-examination—~together figured
in the funding, creation and publication in 1984 of materials expressly
designed for assessing the effectiveness and/or readiness of post-
secondary institutions to serve adult learners. The assessment instru-

ment, Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner: A

felf-Study Assessment and Planning Guide (1984) and its supplements

(Warren, 1986a, 1986b) form the organizing framework and most of the

theoretical base for the present study.
Responsiveness to Adult Students

The Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Leafner,

publisher of the Guide in cooperation with other agencies and institu-
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tions, is concerned that much in traditional higher-education patterns

and practices is inappropriate for adult students. A Commission publi-
cation cites as examples "excessive standardization, insufficient indi-
vidualization, needless repetition, and inadequate recognition of prior
learning.” The problem extends beyond the institutional level; states”
"funding formulas «re too frequently obsolete, ignoring part-time stu-

dents and those in continuing education units" (Adult Learners, Key to

the Nation’s Future, 1984, p. 7).

Some resistance to serving adult students can be traced to the
perception (often grounded in reality) that “"adults are more difficult
to work with than traditionally aged students." Because they bring
anxieties, skill deficiencies, and unclear expectations to the campus
setting along with their enriching experience, they "can be scared off
by an unresponsive system” ("Adult Learners: An Update," 1988, p. 9).
However, given the increasing numbers of them who are seeking higher
education and of those predicted to do so in the future, higher educa-

tion institutions must examine their responsiveness to the population.

Local Setting

The University of Massachusetts at Amherst was selected for exami-
nation within the larger context of American higher education. The
oldest and largest of the public universities in Massachusetts, it was
founded in 1863 as a a rural agricultural college under the Morrill
[Land-Grant] Act, achieving "university” status in 1947. At the begin-
ning of the 1985-86 academic year, more than 120 years after its found-

ing, the Amherst campus was offering nearly 5,000 courses to more than




26,000 undergraduate and graduate students, 83% of them enrolled on a

full-: .me basis (1985/86 Factbook, [1987,

Only about six percent of matriculated undergraduate students are
older thamn 25, suggesting that service to adult students is not a high
institutional priority, and fostering speculation that the university
may fit in Ackell’s laissez-faire or separatist stages rather than in
the equity stage of adaptation to adult students. Its membership may
be among those “senior" colleges and uuiversities who, according to the
Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Learmer,

do not envision themselves as providers of educational ser-

vices to adults. They place high priority on traditional

admissions, research, teaching to conventional clienteles,

and public service in the form of agricultural extension,

technology transfer, consultation, cultural events, etc.

« « « (Adult Learners, Key to the Nation”s Future, 1984,
p. 7).

A traditional image and culture, however, do not exclude large, complex
institutions from the obligation to examine how well they respond to

adult students.

Purposes and Significance of Study

The primary purpose of the study is to measure how responsive the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst is to adult undergraduates,
by determining which practices known to facilitate the learning and
goal achievement of many older students are in place, and by assessing
the extent of support for current use and potential adoption of those

practices. A secondary purpose of the study is tc adapt Postsecondary

Education Institutions and the Adult Learmer: A Self-Study Assessment

and Planning Guide to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.




The study is primarily significant to the local setting, in that
it systematically gathers in one document (and subsequent summary
reports) a usable amount of information about services and other
responses to adult learmers on this campus. The findings could (1)
serve to aid decision-making at several levels in the institution, from
that of an individual advisor or faculty member contemplating new
approaches to committees and councils where broad-reaching policy is
made; (2) provide a foundation for a more conventional, administration~
mandated self-study involving faculty and staff work groups from a
cross-section of units and speci-lties; and (3) establish a reference
point for a replicative study to be undertaken, say, five years hence.

The study”s secondary purpose suggests significance outside the
local setting. The EEEEE’ described more fully in Chapter III, is the
first widely available instrument of its kind, and has not, as will be
shown in Chapter II, heretofore been implemented in the manaer and
situation chosen for the present study. Thus a theoretically supported
adaptation describing instrument development and planning/implementa-

tion processes should be usable by other institutionms.
Limitations

Some factors in the setting, approach, and guiding instrument
suggest possible limitations of study findinzs.

Several adaptations of the genmeral process outlined by the
Guide, while based on characteristics of the local setting and experi-
ence of earlier Guide users, should be recognized for their potentially
restrictive aspects. In place .f a mandate from the chancellor or

provost to participate in a self-study process, persons surveyed were

as
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encouraged to participate via an cudorsement letter frc™ the deputy
provost. The actual data-gathering was not done by work teams composed
of faculty and administrators who are tied into the formal and informai
networks of the institution, and whose "credibility, interest, time,
and expertise” (Warrem, 1986b, p. 13) would enhance the likelihood of
useful outcomes, but by a graduate-student researcher. To counteract
this limitation, the dissertation guidance committee was viewed as a
support team having the requisite credibility, interest, expertise (im
higher educatjon as a field of study and practice, adult higher educra-
tion, university administratiomn, and institutional research), and fami-
liarity with the governance and general operation of the institution.

To the extent that the Guide is not a conventional research in-
strument for whi~h technical data on reliability and validity have been
provided, the outcomes may be diluted by disagreement over the implied
norms of the instrument. Further, the knowledge base concerning users
of the Guide, while it contains criticism as well as praise, is limitsd
to those reports provided to the Commission on Higher Education and the
Adult Learner by representatives of user institutionms.

The survey findings may not be generalizable beyond the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst. Broad generalization, however, is not a
major issue in a study whose purposes are to gather information useful
to a particular institution and to adapt an instrument to that institu-
tion. The adapted version of the Guide is potentially generalizable to
other institutions with similar characteristics and settings and usable

by other researchers and/or coordinators of institutional studies.




Exclusions

All exclusions were intended to limit the study to matriculated
adult undergraduat.s pursuing work on the Amherst campus and to those
faculty anc administrators with regular, ongoing responsibilities .nd
concerns with these students. Specifically, these groups were ex-
cluded: (1) non-matriculated students in the Division of Continuing
Cducation”s credit-bearing programs; they by definition are not offi-
cially working towards degrees, and thus are rarely required to seek
advisors or offev any credentials for enrollment other than a high-
school diploma; (2) participants in non-credit courses, workshops,
training activities and seminars offered by the Division of Continuing
Education, the Institute for Governmeu.al Services (and other insti-
tutes offering such opportunities), the Cooperative Extension Service,
and the Staff Training and Development Unit; (3) graduate students; (4)
adjunct faculty; (5) faculty who tea.h credit courses on this campus
but whose primary appointment is at one of the other institutioms in
the Five College Consortium; and (6) academic administrators above the
department chair/head and division chair/director levels. (Persons in
category 6 are not subjects in the study, but are cc. *:idered consumers
of study findings.)

As will be noted in the Adaptation of the Guide section of Chapter

III, performance rating exercises were excluded from survey instruments
sent to academic unit heads, faculty, and academic advisors. The
justification for this exclusion lies in the inappropriateness of

Judging the performance of units serving few adults by the implied

norms of t'ose serving many.




Definitions of Temms

Adult and traditional-age students. For the purposes of this

study an adult student is a person 25 years old or older formally

enrolled in a program of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.
This is a narrowing of the Guide’s term, "adult learner," which also
includes that larger population of persons who acquire knowledge and
skills on their own, outside the auspices of an educational institu-

tion. 1Yraditional-age students are those undergraduates 18-22 years of

age who artend the university, primarily on a full-time basis, in
programs leading to degrees or certificates.

Selecting age 25 to divide the "adult student” population from the
rest of the student population was a somewhat arbitrary decision.
Because adult status is as much determined by social roles and respon-
sibilities as by age (Kett, 1977), this dividing line would not be
defensible in some other kinds of studies; the lower limits in one
survey of "adult” degree programs (Eldred and Marienau, 1979) ranged
from "under 20" to over 25. Three factors influenced the choice of 25
for the present study: (1) The "gap” between the traditional-student
age range of 18-22 and the adult student’s age (here, 25+) is inten-
tional. Work and other experiences outside the institution during this
period usually influence adults” returns to higher education and
determine their educational and support-service needs and their budget-
ing of :ime, en2rgy, and money. The interim between 22 and 25 is, for
definitional purposes, left unnamed and unexamined, partly as a buffer
zone between the two defiped groups. (2) Enrollment statistics are re-
trievable from the institutional database by age groupings, not by

social roles and responsibilities. (3) Survey participants, when con-




sidering responses to questions, are more likely to discinguish "adult
students” from "traditional-age students” by appearance (that is, age-
linked characteristics) than by particular knowledgs of students”
social roles and responsibilities.

Assessment, used far less ~ften here than "self-study," has a
variety of meanings to persons in education, and, according to Hartle
(1985), "is rapidly becoming an overused word that means different
things to different people in different settings" (p. 3). Where
"assessment” is used in following pages instead of "self-study,"” it
"refers to the process of gathering data and assembling the evidence
into an interpretable form" (Hartle, 1985, p. 4).

Institutional self-study. This term signifies an examination of

an institution”s components which is initiated and carried out by its
rembers or sponsors. Such a definition emulates that used in the

Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors (Houston, 1986) to distinguish inter—

nally-guided from externally-mandated reviews (ERIC uses "institutional
evaluation” to connote the latter). Differentiating self-study from
other kinds of appraisal of the entire institution has also been aided
by Miller (1979); in his group of "five approaches to institutional
evaluation that are currently being used," the present design fits best
the fourth category, "self-studies for other purposes.” The others are
educational auditing, assessment by external consultants, self-studies
for accreditation, and state and federal reviews (pp. 270-283).

Insti.ational response to adult students connotes a blend of (1)

the usage or availability, either officially or customarily, of certain
practices in organizational units for dealing with students whose

primary distinguishing characteristics seem to be age and apparent
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adult status, and (2) attitudes of receptivity to, or "proponence” for,
those practices.

Proponence is a word coined expressly for this study. Its evolu-
tion is described in the Measures section of Chapter III. Proponence
signifies, at the conceptual level, the abstract quality one exhibits
when one is a proponent of (i. e., is in favor of, or receptive to) an
idea or procedure. Operationally, the extent of proponence for a
practice is expressed as the number or proportion of respondents who
answered "Yes" to the survey-instrument question "Are you a proponent
of this practice?” It is often used in tandem with usage.

School, college, and faculty designation at the University of

Massachusetts at Amherst is the "fundamental organizational level at

which enrollments are analyzed and reported” (Enrollment Report and

Analysis, 1986, p. 1). Ten designations were used in the present study
and are listed here with their usual abbreviations: three faculties of
the College of Arts and Sciences, Humanities and Fine Arts (HFA),
Natural Sciences and Mathematics (NSM), and Social and Behavioral
Sciences (SBS), and the advising designation for undeclared majors,
Coliege of Arts and Sciences Information and Advising Center (CASIAC,
CAS); School of Education (EDU); College of Engineering (ENG); College
of Food and Natural Resources (FNR); School of Health Sciences (HSC);
School of Management (MGT); and School of Physical Education (PHE).
Usage was selected as the term signifying the entity expressed by
"Yes" responses to the survey-instrument questions "Is this your prac-
tice?" and "Is this your unit”s practice?” Designating "usage" in this

manner avoids labelling with the word "practice” both the individual




items of activity listed in an instrument and the collective measure of
their prevalence in the routines of persons or units.

A user institution is a college or university which has imple-

mented an institutional sel.-study based on the Guide. The user imsti-
tutions cited in this study are those which have sent study teams to
workshops sponsored by the Commission on Higher Education and the Adult
Learner and which have either submitted reports to the Commission or,
when their names were made available by the Commission, provided
descriptive information. User institutions are named and their study

approaches briefly described in Chapter II.

Organization of the Study

Chapter II, Review of Literature, is limited to selected sources

in these areas: foundational materials for Postsecondary Education

Institutions and the Adult Learner: Self-Study Assessment and Planning

Guide; literature supporting institutional self-study as a process;
dissertation studies and material indexed in ERIC on institutional
self-study; local studies relevant to the adult-student population; and
reports from institutions which have used the Guide in self-studies.

Chapter III, Methodology, describes the study design and lists the
research questions which guided the design. It also describes the
local setting, the Guide and its adaptation, participants in the study,
measures, procedures, and data analysis and display.

Chapter IV, Results, presents study findings so that they answer a
number of subordinate questions which together constitute the primary

research question, How responsive is the University of Massachusetts at
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Amherst to adult undergraduates? The chapter concludes with a
condensed summary of findings.

Chapter V, Discussion and Recommendations, offers a broad answer
to the primary research question by characterizing the most responrive
grours and aspects and the most satisfied groups of adult students.
Seven recommendations are presented. Theoretical implications are
traced and suggestions for future research offered.

Chapter VI, Critique of the Guide and its Adaptations, provides a
tinal look at the process of adapting the Guide to this university,
discusses successes and limitations of the adaptation and of the as-
published Guide, and offers suggestions for future users.

The bibliography includes references cited and other sources which
contributed to the study. Appendices contain examples of cover

letters. detailed procedural descriptions, and supplementary tables.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature on adult students in higher education and on
institutional self-study is voluminous. This review presents litera-
ture in each of six areas directly related to this study. First,
materials are examined which serve as the theoretical base for Post-

secondary Education and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and

Planning Guide. These materials provide a theoretical and practical

foundation for the Guide and establish it as a product of a panel of

experts. Second, representative sources concerning institutional self-
study in higher education are reviewed to establish support for it as
a type of evaluation and to summarize characteristics of successful
efforts. Third, dissertation studies related to institutional self-
study are examined for their connections to the pre..at study. Fourth,
relevant non~dissertation materials indexed in the ERIC database are
described. Fifth, local ctudies relating to adult students at the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst are reviewed to support the need
for an institutional self-study focused on that population. Finally,
the review synthesizes reports of teams at other institutiomns which
have used the Guide.

For a more generalized review of the literature on adult students

and adult development theory, see Selected Theories of Adult Develop-

ment; Implications for the Responses of Higher Education Imstitutioms

(Greenland, 1986b). For a review of the literature on institutional
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adaptations to adult students, see A History of the Adult-Learner

Presence in College and Universities; Current issues and Developments

(Greenland, 1986a).

Foundational). Materials for Postsecondary Education Institutions
and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide

A growing body of literature attempts to delineate principles of
effective institutional practice in serving adult studemts. It starts
with the principle that institutional response to adult students has
much to do with the great variability among adult students--in age,
life experience, prior schooling, employment status, developmental
stage, learning needs and styles, and other factors--and with the
reasons adults return to college settings to work toward personal and
professional goals. Important concepts are the voluntariness of adult
participation in higher education, the part-time nature of much of that
participation, the wish of many adults to be actively involved in
planning their programs of study, the multiple contexts in which adults
move, and the "uses" they attribute to knowledge depending on their
life stages.

Weaving these concepts into a sound rationale enabled the
developers of the fuide to comstruct a valid instrument for assessing
appropriateness of institutional response. According to the principal
developer (Arthur W. Chickering, personal communicatiom, Jume 5, 1987),
the key conceptual frameworks for the Guide are contained in three

publications: Turning Colleges Toward Adults (Lindquist and Marienau,

1981); Higher Education for Adult Mental Health: Model Programs, Pro-

fessional Development and Institutional Change to Serve Adult Learmers

(Lynch, Doyle, and Chickering, 1984); and "Comprehensive Counseling and
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Support Programs for Adult Learners: Challenge to H:gher Education”
(Lynch and Chickering, 1984, pp. 45-73). The two latter works are
outgrowths of the Higher Education for Adult Mental Health Pro ject,
funded during 1981-1984 by the National Institutes for Mental Health
and sponsored by Memphis State University’s Center for the Study of
Higher Education, directed by Arthur W. Chickering.

The Lindquist and Marineau work was an outcome of an earlier pro-
ject, Higher Learning for Diverse Adults (HiLDA), sponsored by Memphis
State University and the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education (FIPSE). In Section I, Lindquist identified several effec-
tive institutional practices under the headings "logistical ad justments
for adults” (p. 2), "responding to adul: experience” (p. 5), “"educating
for adult development” (p. 11), and "learning styles of adults" (p. 15).
Practices in the first category which are reflected in the Guide deal
with fitting college study around the work and family responsibilities
of older students. These include making possible the development of
learning contracts negotiated cooperatively by student and faculty men-
tor; combining traditional courses, independent study, media-delivered
courses, and other components into individualized study plans; and
reformatting traditional meeting schedules into fewer and longer ses-
sions. Practices from the second category which have Guide equivalents
acknowledge that adults "have learned a few things along the way” to
being older than 18-22-year olds (p. 6); such practices include evalua-
ting in a rigorous but fair manner, and awarding credit for, non-col-
legiate, college-level learning; and incorporating adults” experience

into classroom activities and/or problem-solving assignments.

as
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In Lindquist®s third category are practices which consider the
various kinds and levels of students” development and promote indivi-
dualized responses. Among these practices are training advisors to
identify development levels and to provide low or high structure ac-
cordingly; adapting classroom teaching so that the kind of information-
dispensing that does little to stimulate thinking is interspersed with
such challenges to higher developmental levels as group problem-
solving, critical essays, and independent study projects; and designing
curricula so that structure and support camn be varied according to
students” development levels, and so that interdisciplinary approaches
can be undertaken to stimulate synthesis and evaluation. Similar
approaches emerge from Lindquist”s fourth category of practices, which
address cognitive styles along with diverse approaches to learning
situations and call for faculty to be able to differentiate among
students who would benefit by working in a group and those who work
best alone, and among students who need high challenge and those who
need high structure.

In Section II, Marienau traced the HiLDA project, whose partici-
pants were teams from 13 institutions which had had varying amounts of
experience with adult students. Designed to deionstrate "how theory
concerning adult learning and planned change might be translated into
practice within diverse colleges and universities" (pp. 34-35), the
project workshops emphasized the collection of "baseline" data on adult
students within the institution and the use of such informatiom in
"action-oriented research" to "help with the diagnosis of problems,

influence policy, or, at a minimum . . . be a consciousness-raising

tool” (p. 87).
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The project which produced the second aud third publications

involved teams from 18 institutions in problem-solving learning experi-

ences. The project was

designed to stimulate participant study of theory, research
and applications relating to adult development, preventive
mental health and planned institutional change. . . . The
Project was oriented toward creating institutional environ-
ments, teaching and learning practices, and support services
which help students tackle developmental tasks more effective-
ly and deal with problems at early stages . . . (Lynch, Doyle,
and Chickering, 1984, p. 2).

Three theoretical and research bases were the foundation for

the project”s learning activities: (1) adult development theory, in-

cluding stage theory and learning styles theory and their relationships

to changes in the population’s age mix and family and work styles; (2)

preventive mental health theory, which focuses on maximizing strengths

through education; and (3) theories of planned institutional change

which bring external models to bear on local needs (pp. 16-17).

At their respective institutions, teams developed model programs

in these areas: administrative structures, policies, and procedures

(including attention to institutional and program mission statements);

curricular changes and instructional programs; student services

programs; network and linking programs; adult student support groups;

and professional development programs (p. 3). They brought to project

network meetings their successes and problems for group processing via

theoretical and practical approaches. Additional issues arose beyond

»

those planned for the project and were addressed in group settings, via

consultation, and/or in some of the model programs; those reflected

later in the Guide included portfolio development for assessment of

prior learning and leadership-skills development towards implementing

innovations (p. 17).
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In the third work, Lynch and Chickering addressed counseling and
support programs, characterizing an "ideal" system which responds to
such social conditions as the "greying" of America, the emergence of
the "information society," the changing roles of women which affect
demands for education, and the increasingly diverse constituencies of
many higher education inmstitutions (pp. 45-46). While the authors”
ideal "three service clusters"--entering services, supporting
services, and culminating services--do not have precise structural
equivalents in the- intentionally flexible format of the Guide, they
represent one comprehensive manifes.ation of a key goal: coordination
and networking among support services. Most of the recommended prac-
tices in the clusters can be linked directly to effective practices
addressed in the Guide“s diagnostic questions:

(1) Entering Services--preadmissions, recruitment, admissions,

financial aid, student employment, orientation, educational

planning, developmental assessment, assessment of prior learn-
ing and registration; (2) Supporting Services--academic sup-
port services, career development, life and personal counseling,
educational programming, recreational, athletic and cultural
activities, health services and wellness programs, student
government and organizations, residential 1ife, child care,
support groups, and developmental mentoring; (3) Culminating

Services--academic program review and graduation assessment,*

job search,* resume writing,* interviewing* and placement

services, practica, internships and other experiential learning,
and developmental transcript review* (Lynch and Chickering,

1984, p. 54).

The authors also call for intelligent use of computer-assisted
advising and remedial services and other applications of techmnology,
and for professional development for current staff that prepares them
for their new roles in serving adult learners (pp. 67, 69); these
topics are addressed in various Guide categories.

*No Guide questions name these practices specifically.
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A major work edited by Chickering and completed just prior to the
initiation of the National Institutes for Mental Health grant project
can also be cited as a source of influence on his later conceptualiza-

tion of the Guide. The Modern American College: Responding to the New

Realities of Diverse §' .dents and a Changing Society (Chickering and

Associates, 1981) is structured upon the concept that "since every
college or university is a tight system of interacting parts, broad-
based understanding is ne:essary if significant institutional develop~
ment is to occur’ (p. xxviii). The book’s sections, representing the
writing of 51 theorists and practitioners in adult development, curri-
culum, student services, administration, and other specialties, are
usable in professinnal development activities for increasing knowledge
of adult learning and development; by specific disciplines and pr;fes-
sions in "rethinking curricular content, course sequences, teaching
practices, and educational resources”; and by faculty and administrators
examining the general appropriateness of learning environments and
specific practices within an internally consistent environment of "in~
stitutional goals, educational practices, administrative organization
and behavior, professional development, and research programs examining
institutional effectiveness” (p. xxviii).

Contemporaneously, much of the research and theoretical develop-
ment in adult learning and adult development was being synthesized and
supplemented by Cross (1981), whom Chickering cites as influencing his
work. The "barriers to participation” model extended by Cross after
the work of Carp, Peterson, and Roelfs (1974) is part not only of the
past decade’s thinking about adult access to higher education but also

of the present study.
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Developmental theorists whose work undergirds much of the concep-
tual framework established by the late 1970s regarding adult higher
education have been characterized, and implications of their thinking
for institutional response summarized, by Greenland (1986b), who also
recognizes the role of many others in expanding understanding of insti-
tutional responses to adult students. Among those widely cited in the
adult higher education literature whose writing antedates or parallels
the HiLDA and NIMH projects, in addition to Cross, are Greenberg
(1981), who formulated a set of organizing principles for program
design (pp. 218-219) and used an adult-student metaphor to illustrate a
model for effective institutional management (p. 126); and Weathersby
and Ta.ule (1980), who, recognizing that it is "extremely difficult to
break out of old habits of thought” in order to apply new theoretical
perspectives (p. 42), called for increased "humanization" of higher
education institutions as they respond not only to students” develop-
mental needs but to those of faculty, administrators, and staff (p. 2).
Finally, the annotated bibliography provided in the Guide suggests
not only the interconnectedness of foundational and other antecedent
material but also the range of authors and topics which could be ex-
plored by Guide-users engaged in planning institutional change. More
than 130 references are listed, 21 as general works and the remainder
grouped to correspond exactly with the categories in the self-study

section (Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner: A

Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide; Part I, User’s Handbook,

1984, pp. 14-26).




Institutional Self-Study

On the surface, defending periodic or ongoing self-examination as
essential to effective management and planning would seem unnecessary.
Institutional self-study has become more widespread o er the last three
decades, its growth influenced by requirements of external funding and
increased demands for accountability and effective management. How-
ever, such processes are not universally undertaken and are not always
effectively managed or utilized by colleges and universities. Some
self-study efforts are impleuented only when the spectre of required
external review for reaccreditation looms. Possible benefits are
numerous, but can be lost among the "burdensome, descriptive, mechani-

cal” aspects of self-study processes (Kells, :983, p. xii).

Although the relevant literature has expanded somewhat correspond-
irgly to the growth of the process, less than a decade ago Kells and
Kirkwood (1979) noted that "Imstitutional self-study, the first and
most important step in the widely accepted institutional accreditation
process in American higher education, has never had a thorough empiri-
cal study” (p. 25). Much of the available literature on institutional
self-study is embedded in considerations of the accreditation process,
even though such efforts constitute only one of five kinds of currently
used evaluations conducted on an institution-wide level; the five,
named by Miller (1979, p. 270) are educational auditing, assessments by
external consultants, self-studies for accreditation, self-studies for
other purposes, and state and federal reviews.

While the literaturs search undertaken in preparation for the
present study was dire: ed chiefly toward research and romment on

"self-studies for other purposes,” the accreditation literature became
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an important source cZ suppoits for the self-study process, desired
attributes, barriers identification, and instrument sriection. Miller
(1979) and, more recently, Ewell (1984) cover a broad range of imstitu-
tional self-assessment processes and purpéses; Kells and Kirkwood
(1979) ¢nd Kells (1983) write more within the context of accredﬁtation,

while not limiting their remarks to that sphere.
Supports

More advantages than disadvantages for institutional self-study
are cited in the iiterature. Institutions which undertake systematic
self-study are more likely to deter "excessive influence from external
forces” and to show that they risk being "at the heart of the human
instinct to improve through innovation” (Miller, 1979, p. 267). As
academic communities, universities "place unusual value on acquiring
information and using it for social and individual improvement,” so
that systematic assessment procedures "are fast becoming hallmarks of
what can be termed che self-regarding institution” (Ewell, 1984, pp. 4-
5'. When complemented by institutional research, institutional self-
study is "directly related to effective institutional management and
functioning,” particularly the "control” function (Kells and Kirkwood,

1979, p. 27).
Barriers

Although institutional self-study is widely perceived as
desirable, many barriers or objections to it exist. Several were
identified in the literature as potentially applicable to the present

study: (1) the difficulty of clarifying the complex goals of a large
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institution; (2) the scarcity of methods for gathering and using data;
(3) faculty resistance born either of fear of evaluation or conviction
that their work isn”t measurable by non-faculty; (4) excessive cost;
(5) lack of administrative commitment and capability for using study
outcomes (Kells, 1983, pp. 5-6; Ewell, 1984, PPs 72-77); (6) the dis-
proportionately lower motivatiou of master- and doctoral-level institu-
tions for using self-studies for improvement (Kells and Kirkwood, 1979,
P. 41); and (7) perceptions that the problem addressed by the study

isn“t an important one.
Form and Characteristics

Of the five forms of self-study identified by K:lls and Kirkwood

(1979, pp. 34-36), the present study fits in the Form 3 category, an
assessment of selected topics (the others are the comprehensive, com-
prehensive with special emphases, current special study, and regular
institutional research forms). Desirable attributes of a self-study
! ted by Kells (1983, p. 17) include internal motivation for the
process (as contrasted to external pressure), committed top leadership,
study design appropriate to the institutionm, goal clarification, repre-
sentative and useful participation from the academic community, a well-
led process, improvement during and as a result of the process, a
readable concluding report, and a subsequently improved system of
institutioral research, self-analysis, and self-improvement. Corres-
ponding weaknesses, some identified in a study of 208 institutions”

self-study processes (Kells, 1983, p. 55), can be derived by stating

the opposites of the desirable characteristics.
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Instrument Selection

The literature supports the use of well-chosen, well-designed
instruments. Advantages of using instruments are their capability for
collecting systematic data from large groups and the likelihood that
respondents not otherwise engaged in the study may be affected in a
positive way. Poor or no results accrue from using hastily designed or
unt imely instruments or from distributing them in the absence of

"

"sophistication, coordination, and good judgment," according to Kells

(1983, p. 77). Kells also provides support for the kind of systematic,
literature-based instrument development undertaken in the pr sent
study:

Remember that no one method or L-xc .omy or ready-made set

of questionnaires or data scheres is totally appropriate
as is for your college, university, or program. . . .

Select the ideas, items, arcd parts of schemes that will help

you conduct the studies. . . . Build the rest as you see fit
(p. 76).

Dissertation Research Concerning Institution-Wide Self-Studies

Two search modes aided the identification of dissertations related
to institutional self-studies. In both modes the top priority was
locating reseuarch studies in which the doctoral candidate had both
planned and carried out an institution-wide assessment in a university
or public four-year college. None meeting all of these criteria was
found.

Kells and Kells (1984) compilzd an annotated list of 122 disserta-
tions through a search guided by keywords dealing with accreditation,
self study, visiting teams, ard various derivations of those terms. Of

the 15 listed in their topic index under "The Accrediting Process--
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Self-Study” (p. 34), 11 are in the decade of interest to the present
study. None of the !l investigators carried out a self-study him- or
herself, but abstracts of four of the dissertations, all of doctoral
candidates in land-grant institutions, offer conclusions or other
information at least peripherally relevant to the purposes and proces—
ses of the present study. At the University of Minnesota, Stoodley
(1982) developed a self-study and data-collection method for use in the
several accreditation processes of a two-year institution, but did not
carry out the self-study. Massenberg”s (1979) dissertation at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University compared tradi.ional and
non-traditioual self-study methods used in six South«rn institutions,
concluding that "the nontraditional self-study appears to get stronger
impetus, the opportunity for stronger procedures, and stronger impacts
or outcomes” and suggesting the use of such approaches by administra-
tors who "desire the use of an optional method of self-evaluation for
additional outcomes. Van Pallandt’s (1981) dissertation at the Univer-
sity of Tennessee analyzed the status of systemwide self-studies of
selecced multicampus universities, finding such activity to be fre-
quent, highly valued, and separate and distinct from “"regular" accredi-
ting activities. At the Universitv of Massachusetts at Amherst, Day
(1980) analyzed the impact of non-t:-aditional forms of institutional,
accreditation-related self-study upon planning and goal achievement in
37 New England community colleges. He found significant lack of
"involvement in and knowledge about alternative forms of institutional

self-si-udy"” and few well-established or continuous mechanisms for

undertaking such efforts.




A computer search of titles in the Dissertation Abstracts Interna-

tional database was initiated. The retrieval process was guided by the
keywords (in singular, plural, and adjectival forms) "adult students or

iearners," "adult programs,"” "institutional self-study, self-evalua-
tion, self-assessment, self-appraisal, self-examination,” "institu-
tional study, assessment, appraisal, examination, evaluation," and
"self-study, self-evaluation, self-assessment, self-appraisai, self-
examination." Twenty-eight titles were retrieved, none suggesting
characteristics of a study similar to the present study. As judged by
their titles, eight dissertations concerned assessments outside higher
education institutions, six focused only on graduate programs or facul-
ty/staff development, four concerned single disciplines or subjects
(such as nursing, Spanish), seven were limited to single services or
programs within an iustitution, two examined community college struc-
tures, and one modeled adult education growth in small private col-

leges.

Non-Dissertation Literature

A computer-guided search of the ERIC database for references other
than dissertations produced little except of pefipheral interest to an
institution-wide self-study concerning services to adult students.

None of the reports from institutions which had used the Guide had at
that time been entered into the ERIC system. The search was guided by

these descriptors selected from Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors (Houston,

1986): "self-evaluation (groups),” "institutional evaluation," "organi-

zational effectiveness,” and the delimiting descriptors “colleges and

universities" and "adult students."
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0f 27 abstracts retrieved, only two carried at least three of the
descriptors and thus suggested factors considered in the design of the
present study. Cloutier (1985) used a state-developed instrument to
survey students, faculty, administrators, and advisory committee mem-
bers concerning the adult and continuing education program at a Wiscon-
sin technical institute; she recommends that future investigators avoid
one of the flaws of her study, that of constructing a series of ques-
tionnaires having no items in common. Hruby’s (1980) narrative re-
counts a massive ($35,000, 15-month, 4,500-question) reassessment at a
Catholic liberal-arts college; inferences drawn from the report are
that the effort required every faculty member’s time and iavolved many

students but was cumbersome to manage and interpret.

Local Studies

The timing was right for the present study at this university. A
new chancellor of higher education had just called for redress of
inequities in continuing education and graduate programs (both prihari—
ly "adult” programs) in Massachusetts” public institutions (Jemifer,
1986) and had reemphasized the "flagship” role of the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst among those institutions (Franklyn Jenifer,
speech at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, February, 1987).
Publicity in the commercial press a few moaths prior (Kraft, 1986) had

called attention to the shortage of after-hours” classes and the "aging

of the student populatior™ (p. 4).




No institution-wide self-study concerning services to adult
undergraduates has been undertaken at the University of Massachusetts

at Amherst. The most recent full reaccreditation self study, in 1978,

and a fifth-year report which followed in 1984 contained few referen-

ces to the older student population (Accreditation Self-Study Report,

1978; Fifth-Year Report to Commission on Institutions of Higher

Education, 1984).

Seven more narrowly focused studies of potential use to the pre-
sent study were identified. However, the results of ome study are
nearly 10 years old, three were incomplete at the time of the litera-
ture review, and three are limited to either a very small part of the
university’s adult population or to ome program.

In late 1978 the university’s Student Affairs Research and
Evaluation Office (SAREO) surveyed more than 200 students 25 and older
to determine their concerns. Respondents expressed needs for accurate
information about campus and community services, academic advising,
late-afternoon and evening classes, carecer planning assistance, and
extended office hours for the offices of admissions, bursar, tinancial
aid, and other services. Suggestions concerned fostering advocacy for
older students among administrators and implementing staff workshops
about needs and characteristics of the population (Perrauit, 1987, [ pp.
7-81).

More recently, SAREO has "not dome much to study adult issues,"
and in its ongoing surveys asks students” ages only if pertinent,
according to its former director (William Weitzer, personal communica-
tion, June 2, 1987). SAREO mails an annual survey to a sample of

students and conducts weekly trlephone surveys of from 200 to 400




students on various topics. Because random samples are selected and

becauze adult undergraduates constitute only about six percent of the
population. only a relatively small amount of information is obtained
from the latter group.

In November, 1986, in response to a request from the faculty and
staff of University Without Walls that more evening courses be offered
(Edward J. Harris et al., personal communication, September 12, 1986),
the associate provost for undergraduate education suggested that UWW
students be surveyed to determine their needs in evening-course
programming (Norman D. Aitken, personal communication, November 18,
1986). Appropriate questions were added to a survey being implemented
at the time by a student carrying out an senior honors project (Denny,
1987), described below. However, a low response rate and a lack of
specificity in her questions limit the usefulness of the course sug-
gestions she received.

Still in progress at the time of the literature review were
Denny”s study and another undertaken by an undergraduate. Perrault, an
adult student and a full-time employee in the admissions office, con-
tracted with a faculty member for a senior practicum in the Division of
Home Econouics. The products were to be a rescurce manual entitled

How Does a Traditional State University Adjust to Needs 2£ the Non-

Traditional Student? (Perrault, 1987) and a new brochure for prospec-

tive adult and other non-traditional students (University of Massachu-

setts at Amherst Nontraditional Students, 1987). Perrault’s question-

naire survey of support-service and "adult" program heads for obtaining
updated brochure material antedated by a few months the present study’s

interviews of 11 of the same subjects.
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Denny (1987), a University Without Walls student and a market

researcher, surveyed all current UWW students two months prior to the
present study’s data collection period. Her mailed questionnaire was
designed to gather data about students” experience within UWW; to
determine their level of satisfaction with the UWW degree process,
required UWW courses, and resources available through the rest of the
university; to elicit the most-liked and least-liked attributes of UwWw;
and to collect suggestions for evening courses. Although her response
rate was low (27%) and her rating scale is different from the ome used
in the present study, seven questions are similar in the student in-
struments used in the two studies.

in addition to Denny’s recent work, UWW has been formally studied
more than have adult-student components elsewhere in the university,
through periodic surveys of alumni, in occasional dissertation studies
in other institutions, and in Regents” reviews. Stetson (1978), who
completed his doctorate at Loyola University of Chicago, surveyed stu-
dents, staff, and faculty associated with seven UWW-type programs in
order to compare perceptions of UWW and characterizations of an "ideal"
UwW. Tiberii (19{9), a doctoral candidate in the University of Massa-
chusetts School of Education, summarized Stetson’s data and conclusions
where they were pertinent to the local UWW, but did not construct
precise data tables. Stetson”s local response rate was low: students,
27%; faculty and staff, 34% (Tiberii, p. 2). A ma jority of student
respondents liked the freedom of planning their own curriculum, felt
their choices were greater than in traditional programs aad that they
had developed academic programs not usually available elsewhere in the

university, and viewed the advising process as important in estab-
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lishing goals (Tiberii, p. 2). Faculty and staff respondents, 85% of
whom had been working with UWW for three years or lorger, generally
favored the structure, choice, and evaluative features of UWW. About
23% felt UWW programs” academic quality was higher than that of tradi-
tional undergraduate programs, 44% saw no differences, and 20% saw UWW
as lower (Tiberii, p. 4).

An external evaluation team studied UWW in 1986 as part of the
[Massachusetts] Regents” Degree Program Review Process. The team found
that UWW "supports the philosophy of a land-grant university in its
proactive utreach and design to serve the needs of older adult citi-
zens" (Blake, Forrest, and Greenberg, 1986, p. [1]). Among the 16
strengths cited sre seven relevant to survey items in the present
study: individualized degree program model, assessment and advising
capability, barriers reduction for adult students, interdisciplinary
perspective, developmental orientation to learning, and relationships
with other campus units (p. [21]). Among eight listed weaknesses, one
is specifically and most closely related to the present study: "inade-
quate evening and weekend course schedules and other services available

via the University"” (p. [22]).

Reports from Users of the Guide

Of nearly 160 administrator/faculty teams who aitended two-day

Guide-orientation workshops sponsored by the Commission on Higher Edu-

cation and the Adult Learnmer from 1984 to 1986, more than 90 had sent

followup reports to the Commission by early 1987. Fortyjsix had com-
pleted their self-studies and another nine or ten were "in progress,"

according to the Commission”s vice chair (William H. Warren, personal
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communication, February 26, 1987). Reports which described the initia-
tion, planning, implementation, and outcomes of institutional self-
studies were sought as an information pool to aid adaptation of the
Guide to the present study. Priorities for selection of user reborts
began with institutions comparable to the ULaiversity of Massachusetts
at Amherst, but also included other relevant materials, in this order:
land-grant institutions, Northeastern peer institutions of the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts at Amherst, institutions of any size which had
involved students in coordinating or data-gathering phases of self-
studies, large public institutions other than land-grant and peer

institutions, and others.
The Search

Two collections of reports were surveyed initially: (1) 16
"vignettes" (field reports) of the earliest users, compiled by Warren
(1986a) and published by the Commission; and (2) eight subsequent
reports on file in the Commission office, where they were examined
January 6, 1987. Requests for additional information were sent to ten
of the institution : represented in these two collections, and to nine
institutions identified by the Commission as possibly nearing comple-

tion of their studies.
Effect of User Reports on Present Study

The final information pool comprised usable reports of 19 institu-
tions. Brief descriptions of their self-study efforts follow; the
specific ideas incorporated into or influencing the design of the

present study are underscored.
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Only one land-grant institution, the University of New Hampshire
System, had reported completed studies to the Commission. The system
utilized the Guide in assessments of Keene State College and the School
for Lifelong Learning. At Keene, the entire institution was evaluated,
first by four administrators and then by 12 faculty and staff, each
working within the confines of a two-day workshop. The Keene report

strengthened the Guide’s validity; according to its academic vice-

president, "Because the instrument was developed cooperatively by
respected organizations, it has an air of objectivity and openness
which leads to a non-chreatening view of one’s efforts" (Gustafson,
1986, p. 39).

The staff of the UNH School for Lifelong Learning, a statewide

adult degree program, used the Guide aluong with reaccreditation standards

in a two-day workshop. The SLL report called attention to ambiguous

directions and cumbersome pages in the Guide, suggested that one person

do the organizing and fcllowing through (on a timeline), and expressed

the need for more questions in the areas of programming and instruction

and faculty/staff development (Olivier, 1986, pp. 73-78).

The UNH system was also the only one of the 16 peer institutions
of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst which had reported a
completed study.

Two institutions had involved students in carrying out self-
studies. At the University of Lowell (MA), the self-study exercise was
initiated by a staff member who is a doctcral student and who collabo-
rated with the associate vice president for instruction. In a two-day
workshop, 25 participants met in three groups and produced a two-page

list of recommendations for university action (Report of Working Ses-
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sion on Adult Learmers, January 14, 1985; Christine Oatis, personal

communications, February 12 and 14, 1987). The Lowell exercise pointed

up the necessity of defining "adult student” precisely for partici-

pants.
An institution-wide self-study at Lourdes College (OH) was

carried out by seven adult undergraduates in a business course taught
by Dr. Clara Barut. The students interviewed campu; administrators,
using assigned sections of the Guide; interviewees had earlier received
copies of the Guide, an approval letter from the college’s president,
and an explanatory memo from Barut. Students were encouraged to press
for "Yes” or "No" responses to questions, and "not to take the five-
point [rating] scale too seriously” (Barut, personal communication,
February 24, 1987). 1In group sessiomns, the students completed the
Guide“s Performance Matrix and prepared a report including personal
observations, recommendations, and the rerformance ratings. According
to Lourdes” president, "We have not acted upon the recommendations as a
result of the student interviews of the institution’s administrators”
(Sister Ann Francis, personal communication, March 26, 1987). Accord-
ing to the instructor, some administrators refused to be interviewed,
and a reaccreditation self-study team chose not tc use "student work”
in its own self-study (Barut, personal communication, February 24,
1987).

The Lourdes experience stressed the importance of careful planning

and rehearsing of interview technique, the need to establish credibili-

ty and professionalism in materials and processes, and reasons for

anticipating resistance from some subjects.




The reports of teams from eight other large public institvtions
contained useful information.

Middle Tennessee State University undertook an assessment of its
continuing education unit and certain support units and adult programs,
using a team appointed by the president and chaired by the dean of

continuing education. They surveyed adult students by mail, using a

2]1-item section of the Adult Learnmer Needs Assessment Survey (Dean
Rosemary W. Owens, personal communication, April 7, 1987). The team's

report emphasized identifying key people with primary responsibility in

support areas, and sugéested that a small team manage the assessment

process but involve many peccle in key roles (Huffman, 1986, p. 20).

Southeast Missouri State University’s (SMSU) assessment was car-
ried out by a task force of faculty, professional staff, and adminis-
trators, using interviews and group meetings. According to the SMSU
report, in which items ;elected from 173 recommendations are arranged
under Guide headings, -he "self study revealed little that the institu-
tion did not know about itself," but the act of ~elf-study facilitated

change (Guess Who’s Coming to College. . . , 1985, p. 13). The SMSU

report set a tone fo- "< present study by identifying a campus problem

which is

not a lack of interest but rather a mind-set which has,
traditionally, been preoccupied with the needs of the 18-22
year old student. This report intends not to supplant the
traditional focus vut, rather, to broaden institutional
sensitivity to the unique needs of a rapidly growing
constitueucy” (p. 4).

Accordirg to the dean of graduate studies and extended learning, the
teaas also included adult students (Sheila R. Caskey, personal

communication, February 12. 1987).




Eastern Illinois University”s task force, chaired by the director
of occupational education, comprised eight committees representing the

institution”s Colleges and some support services. EIU’s report is

arranged so that each College can see how it compares to the others

(Soderberg, 1986). According to the associate vice-president for
academic affairs, several participants "criticized what they called the
self-serving and extremely complicated nature of the survey instrument"
(Margaret Soderberg, personal communicaticn, February 17, 1987).

The University of New Brumswick’s propusal for an assessment
project was designed around a steering committee representing two

campuses and reporting to the president (Serv{gg the Needs of Adult

Learners at UNB. . . , 1985, pp. 9-10). According to the dean of

faculty, the study was tabled by the president, who "felt we could not
proceed with this in view of other priorities,” but a survey of adult
students, a new committee un recruitment and retention, and an expanded
data analysic were initiated (Peter McGahan, personal communication,
February 26, 1987). The UNB experience emphasizes the importance of

commitment by top administrators, recognizes that adult student

opinion is essential, and shows how the information in the Guide can be

used at levels short of an institution-wide assessment.

For Ohio University’s campus-wide self-study, which covered the
main campus, regional campuses, and dfstance-education programs, a 10-
member task force appointed by the provost was assisted by an outside

consultant. Five adult students were interviewed in a round-table

format. OU’s report, one of the most us:ful for the present study,

suggested that future Guide users interview faculty from departments

other than those designated to serve adults, to

a6
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show the sizable contribution that their faculty are

making to serving the adult stident porulation, . . .

to give the academic unit more recognition for their

work (Mark, 1986, p. 51).
Noting that the Guide is difficuit to disseminate in orderly fashion,
the report suggested that institutions which cannot devote time and

money to a campus-wide committee-steered study could have "ggg office

with the support of the senior administration” tzke care of the

"mechanics of the assessment process, evaluation, and follow-up inter-
views," then convene a committee to study the results (p. 52). Student

input is essential to illustrate the difference "between the institu~

tion"s perception of itself and the the student’s perception of the
institution” (p. 50).

The project undertaken by a task force at the University of North
Carolina at Charlotte (UNC) was the "eduivalent of a whole institu-
tional self~study” and involved open hearings as well as interviews,
according to the director of the library, who served as chair (Raymond
Frankle,‘personal communication, February 16, 1987). The group found
that following the Guide too closely "led to the collection of a great
accumulation of facts, which caused it to lose sight of the overall
situation” (Frankle, 1986, p. 57). The UNC report suggested that one

or more individuals have released time for the project (p. 57). The

chair’s opinion that "a major educational process needs to take place
wirh faculty” (Frankle, personal communication, February 16, 1937)

influenced the present study’s attention to definitions of practices,

explanatory cover letters, detail in instrument iastructioms.

Central Michigan Unive. ity“s two-part report was th: mostL exten-

sive of those obtain ] for the literature review. A provost-appointed

team adapted the Guide; -ompleting parts of it were representatives at




CMU’s off-campus centers across the country and in on-campus adult
programs. CMU’s major recommendations for its ou-campus compenent
closely resemble, and probably influenced reflection upon, several

outcomes of the present study: clarification of mission, coordination

of adult-learner services, publication of existing programs and ser-

vices, extension of offirce and class hours, and provision 2£ staff

training (Murphy, Repp, and Senter, June, 1985, and September, 1985).
The self-study process at the University of Missouri -~ St. Louis
was directed by the dean and assistant dean of continuing education and
extension. They added Guide questions to the institution’s standard
questionnaire used in periodic evaluations of academic units, inter-

viewed all department chairs and returned survey data to them, and

utilized survey information from peer institutions (Smith, 1986, pp.

31-34).

Iwo reports from large private institutions were useful, the first
extensively so. Roosevelt University (IL), which enrolls 40,000 stu-
dents at 16 locations, reviewed its college of continuing education,
whose dean administered the process, assisted by other administrators,
faculty, support-unit representatives, and existing college committees.

The report informed the present study, first, by characterizing the

instrument and its assumptions in & manner which confirmed the choice

of the Guide as appropriate for the University of Massachusetts at

Amherst:

To some, the assessment instrument seemed almost dated,
implying a very traditional model of a university which
is not designed 1o serve adults, but which may make
various accommodations for adults within its existing
structures (Wolfe, 1986, p. 28)

)
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Secondly, the report included numerous suggestions for adapting or
augmenting the Guide (pp. 28~29), only a few of -*hich were incorporated
into the design of the present study: More focus should be given to

curriculum design, including interdisciplinary courses and individu-

alized degree programs, to seeking adult stndents” opinions, to the

"political” issue of academic control of non-traditional learning, to

the treatment of faculty participation in noncraditional teaching as

part of load or overload, to a referral system connecting traditional

with nontraditional programs, and to combining the institution’s prio-

rities with needs expressed by adult students.

Inter American University of Puerto Rico, a multicampus system,
used a team of "officials” chaired by an assistant academic vice presi-
dent to assess six regional colleges and three other adult units.
Difficulties arose in involving sufficien* faculty and persons with
adequate evalua:ion ~xpertise or understanding of adult programs.
Numerous orientation and strategy sessions were requived, fostering
recognition of "the need to establish an attractive faculty rewarding

system" for participation (Institutional Self-Assessment Study Related

to Adult Learmers, 1986, p. 7; see also Rubero, 1986, pp. 9-12).

Finally, new information or comments augmenting earlier ideas
came out of reports from four other inmstitutions whose teams and study
targets are not described in this review. The team at Coastline

Community College (CA) selectively reviewed the Guide and rephrased

questions, suggested clearly defining goals for using the Guide, train-

ing frou ome to three committed people in using it, and allowing time

to modify it (Secord, 1986, pp. 68, 71). The Whitehead Center for

Lifelong Learning at the University of Redlands suggested having one
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person do the organizing and following throuzh, on a definite timeline

(Halsey, 1986, p. 82). Stephens College School for Liberal and Profes-

sional Studies (MO) suggested that the study not coincide with other

studies (Losty and Elliott, 1986, p. 88). The College of St. Catbarine

(MN) suggested that other users involve more students, faculty, and

staff than they had (Murphy, 1986, p. 46).

About 50 suggestions from Guide users influenced the present
study; two-thirds influenced assumptions, scope, or process and one-
third affected the choice of content.

The consideration of selected literature in six areas serves to
establish a place in several contexts fo. the study whose design,

implementation, and outcomes are described in following chap’ors.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Within typclogies of educational research, this investigation is a

descriptive study, whose purpose is primarily "finding cut “what is”"

(Borg and Gall, 1983, p. 354) by systematically describing "the facts
and characteristics of a given population or area of interest” (Merriam
and Simpson, 1984, p. 58). An examination of the responsiveness of the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst to adult undergraduates, the

study is essentially a "t'me slice,” a status survey of certain prac-

tices in use at the time subjects were asked for responses, and of the

extent of subjects” support for those practices.

Study Design

Principles and procedures of survey research methodology guided

the develorment of the research plan and survey instruments and the
preparation of data for analysis. Both written (questionnaires) and
oral (interviews) instrumeats were employed in gathering quantifiable
and non-quantifiable data.

The research design is in three parts which involve different
instruments, methods, and populations. Part I is a questionnaire
survey of three groups: (a) department chairs and heads, division
chairs and directors, and the heads of the University Without Walls and
the Division of Continuing Education; (t) a sample of faculty; and (c)

a sample of academic advisors. Content of the three questionnaires
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developed for Part I was adapted from the publication Postsecondary

Education Institutions and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment

and Planning Guide (1984). (hereafter often referred to as "the Guide").
Each questionnaire addresses practices appropriate to the functions and
responsibilities of a particular group--academic administrators, facul-
ty, or advisors.

Part II comprises telephone interviews of heads of campus support-
service units. The interviews were based on function-specific lists of
questions in the Guide and tailored to the particular differentiation
of support functions in this university. Questions from vue interview
repertoire which agre appropriate to internmal functions ~€ UWW and DCE
were added in written form to the Part I questionnaire sent to the
heads of those two units.

Part III is a questionnaire survey of degree-seeking adult under-

graduates. A standardized instrument, the Student Opinion Survey pub-

lished by tke American College Testing Program, was selected to deter-
mine the extent of usage and a satisfaction level concerning college
services and a satisfaction level concerning college environmental
factors.

Together, the three parts are inf.ended to assess the current and
potential responsiveness of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst
to adult undergraduates. Parts I and II also constitute a test of a

particular adaptation of a published institutional assessment guide.

Research Questions

Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner: A

Self Study Assessment and-Planning Guide, whose content and intent
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served as basis for the investigation, was designed to provide a flexi-
ble, modular repertcire of questions for use by teams of faculty and
administrators in appraising the effectiveness or readiness of their
institutions regarding service to adult students. The adaptaiion of
the Guide to an investigation planned ond carried out by a single
researcher was facilitated by the development of specific research

q estions. The primary and secondary questions are:

I. How responsive is the Uriversity of Massachusetts to adult

undergraduates?

A. How extensive is support for certain practices
effective in serving adult undergraduates among (1)
department chairs and heads and division cnairs and
directors, (2) faculty, (3) academic advisors, (4)
heads of support services, and (5) heads of the
Division of Continuing Education and University
Without Walls?

B. Which practices effective in serving adult under-
graduates are in use by the following groups: (1)
departments and divisions, (2) individual faculty,
(3) advising units and individual advisors, (4)
support-service units, and (5) the Division of
Continuing Education ind University Without Walls?

C. How do support for, and usage of, practices effective
in serving adults vary according to certain character-
istics of respondent groups: school, college, and
faculty affiliation; percent of adults enrolled; gen-
der; teaching load; academic rank; adult—advisee load;
advisor authority level; and faculty or staff advisor
role?

D. How satisfied are adult undergraliates with the services
and environment of this university?

E. What evidence is there of a climate favoring main-
tenance or adoption of practices effective in serving
adults (1) within departments and divisions, (2) among
faculty, (3) in advising units, (4) in suppor*-service
units, and (5) in DCE and UWW?

. How may adult students” suggestions for change in
university operation be used to target potential areas
for adoption of practices effective in serving adults?
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II. How successfully may Postsecondary Education Institutions and

the Aduit Learrer: A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide be

ad pted to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst?

Assumptions

The study rationale is grounded in several assumptions, some
identified in the earliest planning stages of the research and others
related more specifically to the Guide as the choice for shaping con-
tent and process.

A major assumption is that age is a significant variable in the
nature of the needs, goals, and problems of college students. A second
assumption is that a significant indicator of the quality of an educa-
tional experience is the "appropriateness of the fit between the
learner”s needs and the institutional response” {Greenbterg, 1981, P
112). Equally important assumptions are that a set of practices shown
to be effective with adult students has been igentified in the litera-
ture; that the validity of the set has been established through colla-
boration among researchers and users; and that the practices can be
labeled as either present or absent in the operation of a particular
university unit or in the repertoire of techniques of a particular
individual.

The rationale does not assume that the practices are suitable
only for adult students or for all adult students. Hence, it may
reasonably be expected that some practices are used in units enrolling
few adult undergraduates and that some adult students find (or would

find) some practices inappropriate for meeting their needs or

expectations.
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Further, the rationale does not hold that the absence of a parti-
cular practice in this university is "proof" of disregard for adult
students. Rather, it allows for the influence of inertia, traditionm,
majority (i. e., traditional-age-student) demand, and ignorance about
adult learners. Warren (1986b) claims that

[ulsually, inadequate service to adults is not an intentional

act but results from “benign neglect” through failure to

understand or appreciate adult learner needs. Once adminis-

trators are convinced of the needs and have a forum in which

to consider other options and to see what their colleagues

are doing, they frequently come up with their own rerponses

and make desirable changes (p. 30).

The study design is basei on some assumptions about the capabili-
ties of target populations and their participation in the research:
that subjects have the knowledge required to respond to the questions
asked of them, that self-report is a satisfactory method of gathering
data, and that motivation to respond is partly a function of well-
designed, professionally presented instruments and partly a reflection
of individuals” desire to have same influence on decisions which may
affect them. The latter is assumed to be especially true about adult

students and their educational programs (see, for example, Greenberg,

1981, p. 194).

The Setting

At the University of Massachusetts at Amherst in the fall of 1986
(the semester preceding the one in which the study was conducted),
persons older than 25 constituted 8.7% (27) =f rhe 308 persons enrolled
in the iastitution”s associate (Stockbridge) programs, 6.2% (1,204) of
19,445 baccalaurate-program students, and 74.4% (4,965) of 6,669

graduate students (1986/87 Factbook, in press). In contrasc to the




increasing proportions of nver-25 baccalaureate-level students at -ome
comparably large institutions, the proportion of that age group on the
Amherst campus has decreased (from 6.7%) since 1978-79, although abso-

lute numbers of adults have increased slightly (1978/79 Factbook, 1979;

1986/87 Factbook, in press). In spring 1987 more than 22,000 applica-

tions for fall admission, an all-time record number, were received,
primarily from traditional-age students. This record number, of which
about one-third were applications from transfer students, signified a
12-to-1 ratio of applicants to available openings ("22,000 Apply for

Admission; Up 11 Percent,” 1987, p. 1).

Undergraduates of any age may enroll in the regular programs o%
the university in five categories: (1) full-time student; (2) reduced-
load student (a short-term, special-approval status); (2) part-time
degree student (in two subcategories, non-classified and special); (4)
second-ma jor student; and (5) second-bachelor”s-degree student (1986/87

Undergraduate Catalog, University of Massachusetts at Amherst, 1986, p.

16). 1In fall 1986, only about 5% of undergraduates fell in the catego~
ry of part-time students (those enrolled for fewer than 12 credit

hours) (Admissions and Enrollment Summary, 1986).

"Adult” Units

The undergraduate, degree-program clientele of two campus umnits
consists primarily of adults. The Division of Continuing Education and
University Without Walls were set up to serve persnns who cannot or who
choose not to enroll in the university on a full-time basis. All UWW
ma jors and all students who matriculate through DCE are classified in
one of the five categories above. DCE offers one degree program, the

«w b6




Bachelor of General Studies. In fall 1986 approximateiy 30 BGS stu-
dents, all but one older than 25, were considered "current" but not
necessarily enrolled; in spring 1987, seven were actively enrolled.

Beyond the BGS program, however, naming DCE an "adult unit" in

terms of its credit prog  .as is largely a misnomer, because it serves
thousands of traditional-age students who either enter the university
in DCE status or who are enrolled in regular academic units. Academic
departments can proactively offer sections of their day-program courses
through DCE. DCE also places requests with departments for courses to
be offered in the DCE format in response to student demand. Overall,
DCE processes about 10,000 (headcount) registrations per calendar year
(regular semesters plus winter and summer sessions) in credit programs,
and another 5,000 in non-credit and professional programs. From that
portion of the credit enrollment representing matriculated students, in
fall 1986 DCE generated more than 300 FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) in-
structed students for inclusion in university day-program enrollment
figures; an additional 200 FTE were generated in evening courses which
carry degree credit. The remaining nor-matriculated persons (those not
officially working towards degrees) are not included in the "regular"
university undergraduate/graduate totals cited earlier in zhis section.
Students classified as "DCE students" are more limited than stu-
dents in other categories in access to day rrograms. DCE students may
enroll on a space-available basis during one designated segment of the

registration period (Student Handbook, Division of Continuing Educa-

tion, n. d., p. [4]).
The University Without Walls, administratively housed in the

School of Education, in fall 1986 reported an enrollment of 270 stu-
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dents who were earning degree credi* on campus and through two off-
campus sites. UWW students typically range in age from the mid-20s to

mid-60s; about 60% are women (University Without Walls, n. d., p. 3).

Programs of study leading to a UWW degree are planned collabora-
tively by each student and ; faculty advisor, and may consist of cour-
ses offered witlin UWW; courses offered by the university’s academic
departments in traditional format or through the Division of Continuing
Education; independent and other contract-type study; credit by exami-
nation; credit-via-portfolio for non-college-sponsored prior learning;
and field experiences such as internships and practica. Faculty from
throughout the universit, serve as sponsors of "WW students” programs
of study, as evaluators of portfolios, and as supervisors of indepen-
dent learning activities.

Adult learners are also offered inst.uction through several other
units providing non-credit learning experiences. These were not in-
cluded in the scope of the survey, but include such units as the
Institute for Governmental Services, which provides training programs
to business firms as well as governmental agencies; the Cooperative
Extension Service, which provides expertise in agricultural, home and
family, and consumer subjects via non-credit classes and workshops
usually held at community sites; and the Division of Human Resources,
which organizes training a.d personal growth experiences for university

employees.
Part-Time Students

Adults often enroll as part-time students. According to the

undergraduate catalog (1986/1987 Undergraduate Catalog . . . , 1986, P
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16) and to a regulations booklet, few benefits accrue to part-time
status. The booklet states that par:~timers in the Non-Classified
subcategory “"are not cntitled to student benefits, other thapm counsel-
ling support”; regarding students in the Special Students subcategory
(which "is limited to University employees, other [sic) affiliated with
the Universit,, and selected others"), "[n]o academic advising or
evaluation of academic credentials is offered, nor are they entitled to

any student benefits"” (Undergraduate Rights & Responsibilities, Univer-

sity of Massachusetts at Amherst, September, 1986, p. 8).

These conditions are, apparently, an improvement over those cf
earlier years. 1In early 1984, a Part-Time Student Task Force created
to implement Faculty Senate policies of the previous year concerning
the part-time degree-seeking porulation was notified that its recommen-

dations were being put into practice (Special Report of the Academic

Matters Council Concerning Part-Time Students, 1982; Task Force on Part

Time Students: Recommendations and Final Report, May 24, 1983; Duffey,

1984). Key among the recommendations of the task force were that
"equality between the part-time student (PTS) and the full~time
student (FTS) in all academic areas” be establishea, that existing
offices extend their preseit jurisdiction over part—~time as well as
full-time students; that registration and withdrawal procedures be
identical for the two classifications; that more ejuitable fee assess-
ments be estab.ished; and that transitions from concinuing~education
programs to university degree programs be made smoother (Task Force

. « Repert, pp. 1-3).
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Mission

Two mission statements of the university, written more than a
decade apart, are dissimilar in their attention to undergraduate clien-
tele outside the 18-22-year-old traditional cohort. In 1976, adults
and other "non-traditional” students were treated at length in a uni-

versity missions and goals statement (Public Service Through Academic

Excellence, 1976) which described the institution’s legacy and that of
other land-grant institutions as their "special institutional spirit”
which puts them in a "unique relationship to the people of their state
and region--a relationship of need and response” (p. 2). Adult stu~
dents were a focus of the document”s announced commitment to student
diversity:

The social, ethnic, racial, sexual, and age diversity cf the
Commonwealth”s own population must be reflected as far as
possible in the UMA student body. . . . To this end, UMA
policy must continue to emphasize academic achievement for
the traditional applicant, insist on common standards of
evaluation for all enrolled students, and, at the same time,
provide flexible means of entry and necessary support
services for important categories of non~traditional stu-
dents. The term “non-traditional” covers a great many

cases, and 1s not easily defined. For the purpose of UMA ad~
missions, it encompasses any student who does not fit the
familiar pattern of the traditiorally-prepared 18-21 year

old student entering the University directly from high school,
or transferr.ng directly from a junior college, having met all
of the standard admissions criteria. The Amherst campus has
many other applicants; people returning to school after
several years, workers who can enroll only part-time and
during very limited hours, adults in surrounding communities
whose situations preclude formal admission and attendance to
regular classes on campus, the physically handicapped, appli-
cants whose first language is not English, and those whose
prior educational disadvantages reflect inferior schooling
rather than the lack of academic potential. The admission of
such non-traditional students frequently carries with it
concomitant responsibilities in advising, scheduling, or
remedial tutoring. The University must assume a jrticular
supportive mission in meeting these responsibilities (p. 7)
[emphasis added].

by
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Additional paragraphs delineate the role of the Division of Continuiag
Education and 1ist the University Withoit Walls among “"special pro-
grams."”

In early 1987 a set of recummendations urder the heading latroduc-

tion to "The Mission” and "The Approach" (February 27, 1987) was pre-

pared for campus review. It did not include the words "adult" or
"older student,” although it contained references to a "highly moti~-
vated, academically qualiffed, aud diverse" student body, to making
opportunities "available to historically underserved populations” (p.
2), and to increasing "the proportion of minority and non-traditional
students who apply, enroll and graduate"” (p. 14). Drafts were circu-
lated throughout the campus community during 1987. 1In early 1988, the

Faculty Senate approved a final version (Research Council and Graduate

Council Joint Report Concerning the Mission and Goals Statement, March

'0, 1988), which contained two brief references to adult students, the

first under "Scope" [of a flagship campus], the second under "Access"

[to a state university]:

Given the comprehensive character of the University we must
provide not only for those who seek undergraduate, masters”
and doctors” degrees, and post-doctorals, but aiso for adult

and minority students, who have not been well served in the
past (p. 2).

In addition, we extend our focus to include the needs of
adults (p. 4).

-

The instrument selected to provide content and prccer. guidan-e

for the study, Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult

Lear-er: A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide (1984), ir a publi-

cation of the Commission on Higher Education and the Adult Learner.
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The Commission was established in 1981 by the American Council on
Education (ACE) to address developments in both public policy and
university operations "that would be markedly more productive for the
society and more responsive to adult learners than existing policy and

practice" (General Information, 1986). Creation of the Guide was part

of an Institutional Self-Assessment Pro}-ct, undertaken in cooperation
with other agencies, which was intended to facilitate improved insti-
tutional performance through self-study. Supplementary manuals and
preparatory workshops were also parts of the project. Collaborating ir.
these efforts, underwritten by grants from the Fund for Postsecondary
Education and the Arthur Vining Davis Foundation, were the National
University Continuing Education Association (NUCEA), The University of
Maryland Uciversity College, and the CTouncil for the Advancement of
Experiential Learning (CAEL, now the Council for Adult and Experiential
Learning). CAEL is an independent, non-profit, 300~college consortium
founded in 1974 by Educational Testing . :rvice to study assessment of
non-college-sponsored learning; it has since broadened its mission to
place equal emphasis on service to adult learnmers through publications,

institutes, and grant-seeking (é Thumbnail Sketch g£ CAEL History,

1986).

The work group which developed the Guide included Arthur W.
Chickering, directcer of the Center for the Study of Higher Education at
Memphis State University, who was the principal developer; David W.
Stewart, ACE consultant; Commission members John J. Sullivan and Wil-
liam Warren; and others.

The Guide is in workbook format, divided into categories corres-

ponding to typical service groupings in colleges and universities:
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baseline data; outreach; admissions, orientation, and advising; curri-
culum and instruction; academic policy and practice; academic support
services; facilities and student services; faculty/staff development
and rewards; activ’ties; administrative structure/finance; and mission
and objectives. Heading categories are descriptor statements which
"frequently typify good policy or practice at institutions where adult

learners are well-served"” (Postsecondary Education Institutions . .

Part I, 1984, p. 3). For each descriptor statement three or more
diagnostic questions (with space for additional items) allow a re-
spondent to report the presence or absence of the particular policy or

practice in the program, unit, or institution under study, and to note

whether the practice (or group of practices) has been or is likely to

be considered. Facing these pages are pages for performance assess-
ments for each descriptor; ratings are to be shaped by the answers to
the diagnostic questions. A five-point rating scale ranging from out-
standing (1) to poor (5) is offered for assessment. Figure 1 shows a
sample pair of pages in reduced size.

The Guice was created by the Commission for use by institutional
teams, preferably led by top administrators, in appraising "the currenc
effectiveness of their institutions, or a unit within their institu-
tions, in serving adult learners," or "to assess institutional readi-
ness to serve ar. adult clientele,” and/or "as an aid to institutional
selfstudy [sic] for purposes of accreditation or state approval. . ."
(Part I, p. 3). The modular format of the Guide allows study teams to

select and modify sections as appropriate for the purposes of the study

and the nature of the unit under scrutiny. An extensive bibliography
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Section |
Notes D. CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION
1. COURSE DELIVERY SYSTEMS: At least some coursas are offered in
nontraditional delivery moudes, times, and locations.
a. Please answer the following diagnostic questions as they relate to
the current status of this descriptor policy statement at your unit.
(1) Are at least some traditional, on-campus courses also offered:
(a) Wholly or in part through correspondence or independent
study?
—YES —_NC —_ NOT APPLICABLE
(b) Wholly or in part through radio, telecommunications, or other
media?

—._YES —NO - NOT APPLICABLE
(c) Wholly or in part at off-campus locations?
—___YES —NO — NOT APPLICABLE
{(d) Wholly or in part via individualized learning contracts?
—_YES — NO ——. NOT APPLICABLE

(2) Are at least some courses needed by adult learners scheduled
on evenings, weekends, or as blocks of class time within a short
time penod?
——YES ___NO ____NOT APPLICABLE

(3) Are indivicualized course numbers available for persons who
wish to study topics of special interest?
-—YES —NO —__NOT APPLICABLE

(4) Do at least some courses include internship cpportunities?
___YES —_NO —__ NOT APPLICABLE

{5) Are at least some courses taught as two identical sessions with
one session meeting at night or other time convenient for adult
learners?
____YES —NO —_NOT APPLICABLE

(6) Note: Add other relevant diagnostic questions here.

b. Current status of this descriptor policy at your unit (Please check Only
ONE):

(1) ___ HAS NOT BEEN CONSIDERED AND WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED
AT THIS TIME.
Note reason (left margin), then skip 10 the next boldface descrip-
tor statement.
(2) — CONSIDERED, BUT NOT APPROPRIATE.
Note reason (left margin), then Skip to the next boldface descrip-
tor statement.
(3) — HAS NOT BEEN CONSIDERED, BUT SHOU'D BE PLACED ON
OUR AGENDA.
.. Note plans (left margin), then skip to the next boldface descriptor
statement.
(4) —__ CONSIDERED AND APPROI*KIATE. ACTICN FLANNED.
Note progress or status (left margin), ther skip to the next bold-
face descriptor statement
(5) ___ CONSIDERED AND BEING IMPLEMENTED
- Note progress or status (left margin), then skip tc the next bold-
face descriptor statement.
Turn to next even-numbered pege (contiuued)

Figure 1. Sample Diagnostic and Performance-Assessment Pages
from the Guide
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Section 1l

Planning Notes D. CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

1. COURSE DELIVERY SYSTEMS: At least some courses are
offered in nontraditional delivery modes. times. and
locations.

a Performance Assessment: if this descriptor has been
accepted as applicable to the unit (in Section | on left-
facing page), how would you assess performance to
date in meeting, or planning to meet. the standard that
the descrniptor implies? (If this descriptor has been
considered and determined not to be applicable to the
unitin Section | on the feft-facing page. skip to the next
boldface descriptor statement s Secion 111.)

(1) Possible Positive Factors:

—— Some on-campus. class-based courses are
also offered vholly or in part through
correspondence of independent study.

— Some on-campus. class-based courses are
offered wholly or in part through radio,
telecommunications. or other medsa.

—_Some on-campus, class-based courses are
offered at off-camous locations.

—_Some courses needed by aduit tearners are
scheduted on evenings. weekends. ¢ as
blocks of class time within a short time
penod

__Indiidualized course numbers are available
for persons who wish to study special topics.

—— Some courses are taugtt as two identical
sessions with one session meeting at night or
other time convenent to aduit learners.

(2) Possible Negative ~actors:

——All or aimost all courses are offered in on-
campus classroon format only

— Radio. telecommunications, or other media
are seidom or never used to extend or replace
classroom-based courses.

— The institution cces not offer correspondence
courses or independent study

— All or aimost ail courses are offered during
weekday, daytime hours

—— Nondividualized course numbers are
available for persons who wish to study
special topics.

Rating: Considenng the above-histed factors and others. as appropriate.
rate performance as related to this descriptor

Outstanding Very Good AdegQuate tess Than Adequate Poor
1 2 3 4 5
L 1

Plar.~: If the unit performance rating (Fart bj for this descriptor is less than
. ntitto ne. use the space below to state breefly your wlans for improv-
1 "~ tormance tn the future. Your notes shouid include’ (1) recommenda-
tions for changes. if any, In poliCy or practice (2) identification of formai and
informal decision-making individvals and groups who would need to be in-
volved 1n such change. and (3) a tentative timetabie for impiementation

Tuen te next odd-numbered page

Figure 1, continued

Note. From Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner:
A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide, 1984. [Washington]: Commis-
sion on Higher Education and the Adult Learner and the American Council
on Education. Copyright 1984 by the Commission on Higher Education and
the Adult Learner and the American Council on Education. Reprinted by
permission.
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is provided (Part I, pp. 14-26) for users who engage in "academic
planning resulting from use” of the Guide (Part I, p. 14).

Out of the experiences of the earliest users evolved two supple-
mentary publications, both issued in mid-1986. One is a planning
manual which expands the instructions and suggestions offered in the
Guide and offers supportive essays (Warren, 1986b); the other is an
edited collection of reports from 16 institutions whose teams attended
early Commission-sponsored workshops (Warren, 1986a). Because the
experiences of other institutions are a body of knowledge which
informed the use of the Guide in the przsent study, the reports in the
edited collection, plus other available and relevant institutional
reports, were an integral part of the Review of Literature.

For the present study, several major departures were undertaken,
both from procedures suggested by the Guide and from some of the
assumptions undergirding those procedures. These departures extend to
methods of idministration and ir“ormation-sharing, instrument design,
and response format. Below, the changes having broadest and earliest
influence are identified; then follows a summary description of how
component categories and individual questions were adapted for the
purpose of creating an item pool for instrument development. The
acturl construction of instruments is treated in the Measures section
of this chapter.

Departure L. The Guide suggests that institutional teams led by
top administrators be asked or directed to conduct the self-study of
whatever institution or component unit is under scrutiny. Open, publi-
cized commitment to the effort by the most influential administrators

is named as a key factor in success. In this study, however, a single
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researcher planned and carried out the survey, aided by frequent and
valuable consultation with selected faculty and administrators, notably
the members of the dissertation guidance committee, who were selected
for their expertise in higher education organization and management,
academic-affairs administration, data analysis and institutional plan-
ning, and adult higher education theory and practice. The public
compitment of top-level administration :o the effort was obtained in
the form of a letter of endorsement from the deputy provost; the letter
accompanied survey instruments seiat to unit heads, faculty, and advi-
sors and also the investigator”s letters of introduction sent to heads
of support services.

Some justification for concentrating che coordinaticn and adminis-
tration of the study in one office or under one percon while involving
many other people was derived from reports of earlier Guide users.
Among the references cited in the literature review were reports from
University of Redlands/Whitehead Center (Halsey, 1986), Middle Tennes-
see State University (Huffman, 1986), Ohio University (Mark, 1986), and
Coastline Community College (Secord, 1986).

Departure 2. The Guide’s performance rating exercises were ex-
cluded from the survey design ou the grounds that they imply norms
based on populations containing proportionately mrre adult students,
and because each scale ;ncompasses an entire category of practices,
some of which may apply to a writ and some which may not. The presence
of so few adults in this university’s traditional academic units does
not justify making such comprehensive, scaled judgments.

Departure 3. The customary self-study work-:eam approach charac-
terized by personal interviews, team decision-making, supplementary
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note-taking, accumulation of supporting documents, and, ultimately, a
final narrative report was replaced in large part by a survey-research
approach, one of whose aims was the gathering of quantifiable data from
large groups which could be analyzed by computer-assisted statistical
methods aud reported in tabular as well as narrative form. The per-
sonal-contact aspect and the opportunity to accumulate suvpporting docu-
ments .ere retained in the telephone interviews with support-unit heads
described in Part II of the design ard in collaborative activities
associated with critiquing the adaptation of the 92193’ described in
Chapter VI. Considered an advantage was that university personnel in
various positions and roles r .uld easily use tabular reports to assess

the responsiveness of their units and others.

Adapting the Guide

Under its various descriptor headinge the Guide contains 227
individual questions for which are provided the response choices "Yes,"
“No," "Not Applicable,” and, in a few places, "Plan to Get." Systena-
tic adaptation to an assessment of the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst involved (1) selection of the most applicable questions; (2) an
initial sorting of the 1l categories and then of the questions within
those categories, according to potential target subjects; (3) elimina-
tion of some questions; (4) modification of questions; (5) addition of
new questions; and (6) final selection and grouping of items to create
survey instruments. Frequent ccnsultation with appropriate faculty

members and administrators was a key component of the revision process.
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The numerous changes are not all itemized here. Rather, the
nature of eliminated items, added items, and major modificatioms is

summarized, examples given, and reasons for actions cited.
Eliminations

Approximately one tenth of the as-published Guide items were
eliminated, for one or more of these reasoms: (1) having very low
applicability to this institution; (2) having low priority as a survey
item (especially where optimal instrument length was the more important
consideration); (3) requiring too much explanation within the defini-
tion; and/or (4) overlapping a question found elsewhere in the Guide.
Following is a 1ist of eliminated topics, briefly pararhrased:

Continuously evaluating adult recruitment efforts; using a
marketing consultant; encouraging adults to make “sampling"
visits to classes; including self-assessment of learning
styles and description of "academic culture" in adult orien-
tation activities; assessing fees for advising part-time
students

Scheduling identical day/night course sessions; offering a
program allowing several entry points per term; having alter-
nate residency requirements; offering external or extended
degrees; allowing alternatives to physical education credits;
using appropriate guidelines [other than several already
selected] for assessing prior learning; using standardized
proficiency tests [other thar several already selected];
accepting narrative evaluation of learning and prior learning
credit on other institutions” transcripts; allowing adults

to register by mail

Using campus housing for residential seminars/workshops
appealing primarily to adults; running "the campus bus" nights
and weekends; offering staff development programc for seven
named support services; determ:ning whether non-credit pro-
grams must be self-supporting
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Modifications

Two changes affected all chosen Guide items: (1) The structure of
each item was changed from that of a complete question to that of a
participial phrase, so that (2) a new, two—question response format
could be appended. For example, th. following item,

Is a workshop or other experience designed to

assist adult learnmers in developing portfolios

that document prior, college-level learning

offered?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

became, in the final unit-head instrument,

Are you a Is this

proponent yout
of this department s
practice? practice?

Offering advising, a workshop, or

other assistance to students in

developing portfolios or other appre

priate documentation for evaluating

such learning [described in previous Yes_ No__ Yes__ No__

items in section]

Other modifications were (3) refining wo.ding cowards greater
clarity, specificity, or inclusivity; (4) subdividing items which con-
tained two or more practices towards which a subject might respond
differently (for example, correspondence study and independent study);
(5) reducing a set of 31 specific demographic questions into eight
groupings; (6) creating needed questions out of the descriptor state-
ments which head categories; (7) replacing most of a category (for
exar )le, the staff development category) with related items which are

more precisely defiued and better grounded in the user and theoratical

literuture; (8) rearranging items within a category or moving items to
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locations more suited to the division of functions in this university;
and (9) removing the word "adult” from its position next to "student"

concerning praccices effective with a broad age range of ~lientele.

Additions

More than 50 items were added to the item repertoire, for one or
more of these reasons:

(1) A particular practice was missing from a category. Judgments
were based on knowledge of customary practices in higher educatior
institutions. For example, questioas about scholarship opportunities
open to adults were added to the Financial Aid Services section.

(2) A practice was defined in terms too general to provide useful
information. For example, the single prac.ice of offering courses
through continuing education was divided into the two modes of gene-
rating continuing-education courses in this university: faculty- or
unit-generated and "response"” modes.

(2) A category did not contain ensugh items to adequately “cover"
the range of opticns in this university. Foi example, to the list of
delivery modes corsidered alternatives to traditional, onm-campus,

departmental courses were added interdisciplinary courses and Universi-

ty Without Walls courses.

(4) Earlier users of the Guide had recommended some additions,
particularly in the areas of curriculum and course design and faculty
dcvelopment. Many major additions, especially to the faculty instru-
ment, were made for this reason, including a set of six items about
faculty service and research activities conceraing adult students and a

set of course design/delivery practices, such as incorporating stu-
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dents” life experiences into course design and varying one’s mode of
delivery according to the learning needs of a particular class.

(5) Additional practices came out of adult development resecarch
and theory, particularly other work of the Guide“s principal author,
and from ideas of persons in the university who were consulted during
the adaptation process. A set of developmental approaches to course
design (later designated as optional items) was added to the faculty
instrument from this research/theory vence.

Some additions were in the form of extended definitions of terms
or short explanatory statements prefacing a group of items selected for
a survey instrument.

A few changes involved all three processes: eliminating, modi-
fying, and adding elements. Questions under Mission and Objectives
headings, concerning both the university and the respondent”s unit,
were asked of only the Division of Continuing Education and University
Without Walls heads. For unit heads and faculty, the "mission” pages
were turned into two open-euded questions which sought interpretation
of university and unit missions regarding services to adult students.
Advisors received a similar, open-ended "purpose" (rather than "objec-
tive"”) question regarding their unit”s attention to undergraduate age
diversity.

Thus the 227 practice items in the Guide were transformed into
items for three survey instruments and items for a stivuctured telephone

interview protocol.




P.~ticipants

four hundred fifty-six subjects were asked to participate in the
study: 249 in Part I, 24 in Part II, 181 in Part III, and two in 2n

activity associated with critiquing the adaptation of the Guide,
Part I

The three questionnaires described in Part I of the study design
are hereafter referred to as the "unit-head instrument,” the "faculty
instrument,” and the "advisor instrument.” The unit-head instrument
was sent to all department chairs, departmen’ heads, division chairs,
and division directors in the College of Arts and Sciences (which
include. the €aculties of Humanities and Fine Arts, Natural Sciences
and ¥athematics, and Social and Benavioral Sciences), Coliege of Envi-
neerin., College of Fool and Natural Resources, School of Health Scien
ces, Schenl c¢f Maragemeut, Schonl of F? ic.:cion, and School of Physical
Education; and to the director of University Without Walls and the
associate provost for continuing education and public service (hereaf-
ter referred to as the heads of UWW and DCE). The heads of UWW and DCE
also received a selection of items from :'ie rep2rtoire of intervi ..
questions askéd of heads of support services. Of the 64 _ersons re-
ceiving the¢ unit-head instrument, 56 are male and eight are female.

The faculty instrument was sent to a sample of 127 full-time
factlty with rank of professor, associate professor, or assistant
professor. A sawnple size of 125 was initially chosen because it rapre-
senteu 10% of the total numbe. of full-time, ranked faculty list:4 in

the undergraduate catalog (1986/87 Undergraduate Ca.alog, University of

Massachusett.. at Amh rst, 1985). The pool of :2ligibles nurbered 1,142
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after these exclusions: persons with academic rank but holding full-
time administrative positions; department chairs and heads; division
chairs and directors; and persons on sabbatical leave. The desired
sample size was retained, thuc representing 11% of the revised pool.
Every ninth name was drawn from an alpha! ical liusting of eligibles.
0f the 127 persons drawn, 106 are malc, <1 female. Proportions by
school, college, and faculty affiliation were approximately equal to
proportions in the larger pool, as determined from a secoad count by
unit in the undergraduate catalog. Information obtained at sampling
time, in addition to name, rank, and ze ler, included department;
school, college, or faculty affiliation; and campus address. Teaching
level (undergraduates only, undergraduate and graduate students, or
graduate students only) was requested on the faculty instrument (see
Hindsights, Appendix F).

The advisor irstrument was seat to 58 academic advisors who “rere
selected in varying proportions from categories rel: ted to authority
levels and spheres of influence. The category model was conceptualized
by the associate dean of the College of Arts and Sciences (and director
of CASIAC, the Arts and Sciences advising center) and verified by the
chief undergraduate advisor of the Schonl of Education. The pool from
which eligibles were iden:.fied was the current list of chief under-
graduace advisors preparaed for students and others by the CASIAC office

(Chier Undergraduate Ad isors, as of 1/9/87, 1987). Excluded from

eligibility were persons who had already been selected for the unit-
head or faculty subject lists, persons who had pilot-tested the advisor
instrument, and one of any two persons Yolding identical positions in

the same advising unit.
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The first category in the selection model included all those
advisors with first~line authority and signatory power in large organi-
zational units (colloquially termed the "advising deans," although not
all hold the official title of dean) The second category contained
all advisors who have either second~line authority to those in the
first category cr firs.-1line authority a smaller academic program
(such as the Irnquiry Program). In the third category, that of chief
undergraduate advisors for academic departments and of faculty assigned
to CASIAC for the semester. 32 (one third) of the 94 eligibles were
drawn by lottery. All advisors in the fourth category, that containing
specialized, satellite units such as the Writing Program and the Bi~
lingual Collegiate Progr:m, were added to the list. The total, which
included 39 males and 19 females, 44 faculty and 14 staff advisors,
represented about 40% of the names on the CASIAC list. An additional
characteristic, the proportion of adult students in the respondent’s

typical advisee load, was obtained via the survey instrument.
Part II

A preliminary list of campus support units was developed using
Guide headings as a checklist. Because functions of some university
support units overlap or mesh with others, assistance in refining the
subject list anc in grouping interview topics was svught from the dean
of academic support services, under whonse jurisdiction a third of the

units fell (Annual Report, 1985~1986, Division 2f Academic Support

Services, 1986, p. 4). The final 1list of 24 subjects (14 male, 10

female) contained the names of persons serving as directors or coordi-

nators of the following offices:




Bilingual Collegiite Program

Campus Parking \

Center for Counseling and Academic Development

Child Care Services

Jollegiate Commitree for the Educaticn of Black
and Other Minority Students

Communications Skills Center

Commuter Area Government

Educational Access and Outreach, concerning
Everywoman“s Center (which was without a director)

Financial Aid Office

Handicapped Student Affairs

New Students Program

Office for Cooperative Education

Office of the Registrar

Student Affairs Research and Evaluation Office
(former director interviewed; new director
had not been hired)

Student Activities

Student Government Association (president)

Transfer Affairs

Undergraduate Admissions

University Housing Services

University Internship Program

University Library

University Mental Health Services

University Placement Services

Veterans® Assistance and Counseling Services

Part TII

The pool from which the sample of adult undergraduates was drawn
consisted of all students who were 25 years of age or older as of
January 1, 1987, and who, at the time the simpling was done (April,
1987), were enrolled as matri-ulated students in Laccalaureate degree
programs and attending on either a full-time or part-time basis. Sub~
jects in three degree classifications were selected 3s recipients of a
stanc irdized survey instrument: (1) students seeking a Bachelor of
General Studies, the degree offered through the Division of Continuing
Education; (2) University Without Walls students, who customarily re-
ceive a Bachelor of Arts or Sciences degree through the School of

Education; and (3) students hereafrer referred to as Other Majors,
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those matriculated in 10 school, college, and faculty designations (see

Definitions of Terms, Chapter I).

Larger proportions of students were selected from BGS and UWW than
from the Other Majors ,opulation. Becaus2 the variability among stu-
dents” individua' programs of study is greater, by design, in the BGS
and UWW programs (particularly the latter be.ause of the availability
of several modes of inquiry) than in the more traditional programs of
other academic units, the possibility that satisfaction would simiiarly
be more variable was a concern. Hence the size of the sample was
increased in order to increase precision (or reduce uncertainty).

Bachelor of General Studies: All currently enrolled BGS students
older than 25 were selected as subjects. The group of seven included
three males and four females. Two were classified as full-time and
five as part-time students.

University Without Walls: Every third name on an official enroll-
ment roster of UWNW students was selected, producing 85 subjects. Twen-
ty-six are male, 59 are female. Seventeen were enrolled as full-time
and 68 as part-time students.

Other Majors: A figure equaling the cowbined total of selected BGS
and UWW subjects was chosen as a suitable sample size of Ofther Ma jors
subjects. Every 14th name on an alphabetical enrollment roster of
majors in the 10 school, college, and faculty designations produced 89
subjects (about a 7% sample of eligible Other Majors). Fifty-two are
male, 37 are female. Sixty-three were full-time and 26 were part-time
students.

Other participants: One staff member each from UWW =nd DCE was

asked to participate in informal interviews tased on the unadapted
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Guide, in order to establish a basis for critiquing the adastations

(see Chapter VI).

Measures

The measures used in the study consist of the Guide-based instru-
ments developed for Parts I and II and che standardized instrument

purchased for Part III.
Part I

For the first part of the study, three pencil-and-.aper instru-
ments were constructed from a pool of phrases describing practices
eflective in serving adult students. The pocl was derived from the

publication Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner:

A Self-Assessment Study and Planning Guide (1984); modifications and

additions made to the Guide’s contents in establishing the pool were
described earlier in this chapter.

The goals of rlarity, precision of expression, and enhancement of
r..ponse rate were as import: .t in the instrument development process
as was he selection of appr~mriate content. Sources which aided
conceptualization of the "ideal” instrument included Frdos (1970);
Linsky (1975); Heberlein and Baumgartner (1978); Childers, Pride, and
Ferrell (1980); Borg and Gall (1983); Altschu’d and Lower (1984);
Baumgartner and Heberlein (1984); Locknart (1984); and Sudman and
Bradburn (1984). These essential characteristics were gleaned: eas+ of
readiag; non-biasing, non-threatening cxplanation; ab;ence of "leading”
questions; absence of complex questions eliciting more than one answer;

elimination of unnecessary questioas; placement of interesting ques-

El{llc 70 88




tions at the bueginning; placement of priority items away from the end;
provision of space for comments (with no more than a few words re-
quired); and avoidance of the words "questionnairé" or "checklist” in
the instrument title. Details of how the literature influenced deci-
sions about general appe«rance, the instruction block, and the response
format may be found in Appendix A.

The question formulated to be asked in the first part of the dual
response format was "Are you a proponent of this practice?” The word
"proponent"” was chosen over similar words such as "supporter" and

"advocate.” "Proponent" seems to have a more precise meaning than
"supporter” and a less militant connotation than "advocate" (see Appen-
dix A for additional rationale behind the decision). The following

definition, one of several found in various dictionaries, is appro-
priate: “propoment . . . 3. A person who supports a cause or doctr.nme;
adherent” (Stein, 1983, p. 1153)

Missing, however, from available lexicons is an abstract noun
corresponding to "proponent” in the way the nouns "support” and "advo-
cacy” correspond to "supporter” and “"advocate." The gap was filled by
coining the word proponence. The coining process was aided and encou-
raged by an etymologist (David Justice, Merriam-Webster Publisting Co.,
personal communication, October 2, 1987).

The new word proponeace is defined, at the instrument-development
level of the study, as the abstract quality one exhibits when one is a
proponent of (i. e., is in favor of or receptive to) an idea or proce-
dure. Operationally, the extent of proponence for a practice is

expressed as the proportion of respondents who indicated they are

proponents of a practice.
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The other question in the dual response format, "Is this your

practice?”, was used i1n instruments where a measure cf individual
activity was desired. A variation, "Is this your unit’s practice?",
was used in unit-head and advisor instruments where a measure nf
department/division or advising-unit activity was sought.

The dual response format allows data to be analyzed in several

ways--first, as separate measures of proponencc and usage, and later,

in combinations such as Yez/Yes (signifying proponent/users) and Yes/No

(signifying proponent/non-users). (A system of weighting combinations

is demonstrated under Potential Responsiveness in Chapter IV.)

Unit-Head Instrument

The instrument designed for department chairs and heads and divi-

sion chairs and directors comprises 47 items of practice in the two-

response format, grouped under five headings, plus two open-ended

questions under a sixth heading. In abbreviated form, the topics are

Course Deliver- Practices: Offering traditiomal crurses

by correspondence study, by independent study, at off-campus
lo.ations, in media formats, through the Division of Con-
tinuing Education; scheduling courses in longer, less fre-
quent blocks, in evenings or on weekends

Acadenic Program Information and Delivery Practices
[definition of "program"]: Offering an entire departmental
program by correspondence study, by indeperdent study, at
of f-campus locations, in media formats; making part-time
completion possible within time limits, outside daytime
hours; a_lowing individualized courses of study; dosigning
brochures to show program structure, to show age divers’:y
as desjrable; attracting adult studenis

Credit Evaluation Practices [short explanatory paragraph):

Accepting DCE credits, other imstitutions” day-course and
continuing-education credits as equal to resident credits;
allowing application of credit-by-examination (three speclfied
exams plus departumental exams), credit-by-equivalency (three
specified methods), and "other" prior learning; cffering help
in portfolio documentation of noncollegiate, coltege-level
leasv.ing

gt

72




Practices Concerning Academic Performance: Making depart-
mental advising available generally, in evenings or on week-
ends, off campus; maintaining advising referral network;
monitoring student progress, retention, dropout rates; main-
taining a peer assistance program; making accelerated courses
available; making remedial courses, if any, available even-
ings or weekends, off campus, in media formats

Faculty and Staff Development Practices: Having faculty
iscussions about student learning styles and completion
characteristics; recognizing faculty via reward system for
work with adult students; sponsoring staff workshop about

1dult learmer needs

Mission [explanatory paragraph]: Open-ended quest?ons
asking for interpretacion of University missicn and unit
mission regarding services to adult students

Faculty Instrument

The faculty instrument is made up of 34 i..ms in the two-reponse
format, grouped under five headings; three items requiring a single
resprnse, under a sixth heading; six optional items requiring a single
response, under a seventh t-ading; and two open-ended questions under
an eighth heading. Proportionately more items from sources other than
the Guide were added to the faculty instrument than to the unit-head or
advisor instruments. In abbreviated form, the contents are

[Space to indicate teaching level]

?rggtices Pertaining tc Instructional Modes: Teaching

a ... respondence course, an independent s.udy course, off

campus, outside daytime hours, through DCE (two modes), via

individualized learning contract; teaching a course with

an experiential learning component, a competency-based

course, an interdisciplinary course; working with UWW = cu-
dents

Academic Advising and Support Practices: Giving positive
consideration to a potential adult enrollee’s age, experi-
ence; helping students document college-~level, non-collegiate
learning; advising students about curriculum flexibility;
helping adults plan individualized majors; being available
for acvising outside daytime hours, off campus

Course Design and Delivery Practices: In course design/
revision, incorporating students” 1ife experiences, varying

1
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course structure, varying personal role, varying delivery
mode

Faculty Development Practices: Participating in national/
regional conferences about how students learmn, about adult
students” learning needs, about assessment of outcomes; par-
ticipating in local workshop on any of those topics; leading
efforts related to adult learning; reading about adult
colloge students

Service and Research: Working with adult students outside

the university (five categories of settings); undertaking
service/research focused on adult students [space to describe
it]

Recognition: Mentioning work with adult students in annual
report; receiving recognition for such work via reward system,
from external sources

Missicn [explanatory paragraph): Open-ended questions identi-
cal to those ir unit-head instrument

Ctudent Development Approach (optional section) [explanatory
paragraphj: In last five years, designing/revising course in

ways which challenge cognitive, ego/personality, moral/ethical
development; responding to diverse learning styles, adults”

pragmatic needs; encouraging movement to internal evaluation

Advisor Instrument

Shortest of the “hree pencil-and -paper instruments, the academic-
advisor inscrument comprises 35 items in the two-response format. For
the first 30, which are grouped under three headings, the "practice"
question concerns the advisiug unit; for the last five items, grouped
under a fourth heading, the "practice” question concerns individual
advisor practice. Two open-ended questions are placed under a fifth
heading. In abbreviated form, the conteuts are

Practices Pertaining to the Availability of Advising: Making

some advising available evenings/weekends, off campus; pro-~

viding information about other advising sources, personal
counseling sources; using computer-assisted advising; design-

ing the advising program around age-linked needs; having
some personnel trained in advising adults

Credit Evaluation Practices [short explanatory paragraph]:
Advising students about credit-by-examination (three speci-
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fied exams plus department exams), credit-by-equivalency
(three specified methods); advising students about modes of
instruction--correspondence study, independent study, off-
campus programs, DCE courses, UWW courses, media-format

courses, experiential-learning courses, interdisciplinary
courses

Data Collection: Collecting unit advisee irformation in eight
general categories (examples provided)--demographic, socio-
economic, student descriptive, student prugress, previous
learning experience, personal needs, academic needs, other
situational data

[Space to indicate adult-advisee load]

Individual Advisor Practice: Encouraging individualized
majors; advising about curriculum flexibility; partici-
pating in advisor workshop about adult learner needs;
causing other advisors to broaden knowledge of adult
learners; reading about adult college students

Open-Ended Questions: Interpretation requested of unit’s
purpose as related to undergraduate age diversity; sugges-
tions invited for increasing unit responsiveness

Pilot-Testing

Initial drafts of the three Guide-based pencil-and-paper instru-
ments were sent to pilot readers. The unit-head instrument was read by
five faculty members who are former chairs of departments (economics,
sociology, communication disorde.s, sports studies, mathematics) in
this university an( by four administrators (dean, department/division
chairs) at other higher education instifutions in the area. Pilot-
testing the faculty instrument were seven personnel in this universitv:
four full proiressors (music. political science, theater, sociology),
one lecturer (nursing), and three staff administrators (education,
counseling center) who also teach. The advisor instrument was criti-
qued by four professional staff members (admissions, DCE, educationm,
women’s studies) who have full- or part-time responsibilities for
advising undergraduates in this university.
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In a cover letter, pilot readers were asked to complete the in-
strument as if they had been selected for the actual study, and to note
the time required for completion and any impediments to their progress
through the items. They were also asked to evaluate the overall ap-
pearance and clarity of the instrument.

Feedback was obtained fr~m the pilot readers in telephone ronver-
sations. Many also sent back annotated instruments. These major
changes were made as a result of pilot-reader reaction: (1) The
"Should this be your practice?” response, first of the possible
response forms, wa~- discarded; (2) general instructions were revised
towards greater clarity, precision, and ease of scanning; (3) specific
instructions for the two-response format were revised to emphasize that
the receptivity measure sought a level of judgment above one’s imme-
diate circumstances or constraints; (4) the differences between
advising-unit and individual-advisor sections were emphasized; (5) a
space to indicate adult-advisee load was inserted in the advisor in-
strument; and (6) three items of practice were eliminated as ambiguous,

obscure, or misleading.

Part II

A repertoire of items for telephone interviews of heads of support

units and supplementary items to send to the heads of the Division of
Continuing Educatir- and University Without Walls was seiected from the
Guide-based puol. The repertoire comprised 210 items grouped in these
sets, which correspond to Guide heading.: L4

Set A: Practices pertaining to data collection and analysis

Set B: Outreach practices

Set C: Admissions practices
Set E: Practices pertaining to continuing education programs
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Set F: Practices of library, learring resource centers, and

academic support services

Set G: Practices of registrar, career services, personal

counseling/mental health services, placement services,
child care services, housing services, parking services,
and "other” facilities and services

Set I: Practices pertaining to student government and extra-

curricular activities

Set J: Practices pertaining to administrative structure

Set K: Practices pertaining to mission and objectives

Items assumed to be pertinent to prospective interviewees were
selected; pages were photocopied and placed into individual packets.
An arbitracy interview limit of 30 minutes guided the number of items
selected and determined priorities. Consultation with the dean of
academic support services and examination of catalogs and other mate-
rials guided the kinds of topics selected. Jome items of broad appli-
cation, such as those concetning needs assessments and dissemination of
information, were placed in each packet.

About one-fourth of the items in the repertoire had also been
selected for one or two of the three pencil-and-paper instruments used
in Part I, primarily the advisor instrument.

The subcategories in the interview sets, the numbers of questions

under each heading, the procedure for item selection, and the prepara-

tion of instructions and an introductory letter are in Appendix A.
Reliability and Validity of Guide-Based Instruments

The Guide was not designed as "a research instrument generating
data for someone else to use,” but as a flexible tool whose use should
purposely incorporate differences of opinion so that "findings and
recommendations will have a more realistic basis in fact" (Warren,
1986b, p. 15). Psychometric techniques, such as factor analysis and

"empirical keying" of items, were not used to develop the instrument;
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at least such procedures are not mentioned in introductory information
or the supplementary manual.

It is likely that the Guide does have acceptable validity, how-
ever. First, it likely has content as well as construct validity,
since its construction was based upon the consensus of well-established
experts, and its contents are the result of blending theories of adult
development and effective institutional response with practical ap-
proaches to adult students in a variety of postsecondary settings. It
likely also has face validity, in that the terms and concepts are
familiar and sensible to persons in higher education. For the present
study, considerable effort went into refining and modifying items and
instructions within instruments and obtaining reactions of pilot

readers, so as to ensure as muc! validity and reliability as possible

prior to instrument administration.

It follows, then, that if the Guide has a degree of validity, it
has some reliability, as the former cannot exist without the latter.
The absence of measures of statistical reliability in the Guide itself
could be a source of concern. But this concern may be w.derated in
that tne study was designed to measure group differences rather than
individual differences; thus lower reliability is acceptable, since
"group performance is more stable than individual performance" (Borg
and Gall, 1983, p. 292). Also, the lengths of Guide-based instruments

argue for increased reliability rather than unreliability.
Part III

Recommendations that student opinion be included 2 institutional

assessments of services to adult learners were found in several reports
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of earlier users of the Guide (for example, Mark, 1986, p. 50). How-
ever, for the present study, shifting all or a major part of the Guide

from its service-providing, policy—analyzing orientation to a service-

receiving student orientation presented itself as too great a departure
from the iutent of the authors. Creating and testing a totally new
student instrument was beyond the scope of the study.

A standardized instrument which has been used in a variety of
college and university settings, across a broad age range of students,

was selected for Part III: the Studeat Opinion Survey (SOS, four-year-

college form), published by the Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS) of the
American College Testing Program (ACT). More than half of its items
were judged to correspond to topics addressed by the Guide-based in-
struments prepared for Parts I and II.

The SOS is ome of 11 ESS multi-color, optically scanned instru-
ments containing items "written at a level that permits genmeral evalua-

tion of college programs and sarvice areas"” (The ACT Evaluation/Survey

Sevvice, n. d., p. [2]). ESS estimates completion time of the Four-

page instrument at 20 minutes. Section I has space for 16 items of

perscnal or background information. Section II is a 1list of 23 college

services to which responses indicating usage/non-usage and satisfaction

level are sought. Section III seeks satisfaction levels for 42 college
"environmental factors” grouped under these headings: Academic, Admis- |
sions, Rules & Regulations, Facilities, Registration, and General.

Satisfaction scale points range from (1) very dissatisfied to (5) very

satisfied; the Section III scale also has a "Does Not Apply” check-

point. Section IV provides respcnse spaces for up to 30 user-chosen
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multiple-choice questions. Section V is a half-page space for written
comments and suggestionms.

Normative data made available to SOS users are based on records of
86,366 students in 203 colleges which administered the instrument
between January 1, 1984, and December 31, 1986. Subgroup norms are
provided for 15 categories of respondents, includirg 21,247 students

who were age 23 or older when surveyed (Student Opinion Survey Norma-

tive Data, [1987], p. il]).

Validity and Reliability

For the present study, both the validity and reliability of the
S0S were judged to be acceptable. The SOS and 10 other instruments
developed by the ESS were subjected in the developmental and trial
periods to several procedures designed to enhance face, content, and
construct validity. According to the user’s guide,

The validity of items in the ESS instruments depends primarily
on literature review, consultation with content experts, pilot
testing of the instruments, and ACT s experience in instrument
design and construction. Perhaps the most direct evidence of
the face validity and content validity of the instruments lies
in the items themselves. . . (User’s Guide, 1985, p. 16).

Other studies of the accuracy of self-reported types of student infor-
mation were used by ESS developers to support their claim that their
instruments are "an accurate and valid source of student data" (p. 16).
The reliability of item response in the SCS was assessed in a test-
retest administration. The average percent of identical item responses
on the two administrations ranged from 57% to 67%; the percent of
responses within one scale point of each other ranged from 93% to 97%.

The correlation between the average ratings of "satisfaction" items was

.92 for the collere servizes section and .95 for the college environ-
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ment section, causing the developers to claim that "it is evident that
the average satisfaction ratingl[s] for various aspects of the ims+titu-

tion exhibit a high degree of stability" (p. 17).

Item Targeting

Prior to local administration, SOS topics were compared to those
in Guide-based instruments, and a list generated of the closest connec-
tions. From these lists were selected 10 of the 20 college services
and 20 of the 42 environmental aspects as "key" items to explore in
analysis of survey data. An open-ended question was selected for the
"comments and suggestions" space:

If you had the power to change any policies, practices,

attitudes, or behaviors of this institution towards adult
students, which TWO would you change first?

Procedures

Topics covered in this section include the scheduling, prepara-
tion, and administration of the survey instruments described in the
Measures section; research findings which guided those processes; the
selection and pilot-testing of an incentive for student response; and

followup procedures.
Scheduling

Part I instruments were sent via campus mail and Part III imstru-
ments by postal mail during April, 1987. The unit-head instrument and
support-service supplementary packet were sent to the heads of the
Division of Continuing Education and University Without Walls oa May
18. Telephoue interviews of support-unit heads (Part [I) were begun

the week of May 25, 1987, and concluded in mid-June.
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Preparation of Part I and Part III Mailings

Lockhart“s (1984) "stages of mailed questionnaire returning beha-
vior"” (receiving, opening, forming an overall impression, answering,
and returning) guided most of the choices made in preparing survey
instruments for distribution and administration; the work of Erdos
(1970) was also helpful.

Careful attention was given to obtaining correctly spelled names,
current campus addresses (university personnel), and mailing addresses
(students), and to proofreading envelopes and labels. Outer envelopes
were clearly stamped either "CAMPUS MAIL" or "FIRST CLASS MAIL." The
91/2 x 12 1/2 manila outer envelope was designed so that it would not

resemble "junk” mail. Permission was obtained to use the university’s

return-address style and format, including the institutional logo, and
to purchase letterhead and envelopes through university printing ser-
vices. A rubber stamp was used to place the investigator”s name above
the return address. Commemorative stamps were chosen over meter

stickers.

Cover pages
Two letters were attached to the instruments sent to university
personnel. On top was a letter frcwu the investigator which requested
participation, estimated the completion time, provided a brief
rationale for the study and an indication of its scope, assured that
individual responses would not be revealed, called attention to the
return envelope, and offered a telephone number so that additiomal
information could be sought. Letters were individually prepared via

word processor, bearing not only the recipient”s name and address but
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also a specific reference in the body tv adult emnrollment figures in
the recipient”s school, rnllege, or faculty. (A copy of the letter
sent to unit heads is in Appendix B.)

Anonymity was not offered; rather, attention was called to an
identification number stamped at the end of the questionnaire and to
its purpose. The benefits of being able to target followup communi~-
cations to non-respondents only and of using key characteristics of
respondents in data analysis were judged to outweigh possible negative
effects of identification numbers. (Neither confidentiality nor anony-
mity were guaranteed the heads of DCE and UWW, who were "samples of
one.")

The second letter was a letter of endorsement from the universi-
ty’s deputy provost. The letter, typed on official letterhead and then
photocopied, tied the proposed research to other local efforts and
encouraged participation. (A copy of letter is in Appendix B.)

Student subjects received one letter, from the investigator, along

with the Student Opinion Survey. Personally addrrssed, the letter

acknowledged the student’s busy schedule; emphasized the importance of
his/her opinions; explained confidentiality safeguards; and pointed out
that some background items had been omitted to conserve respomse time,
that a special question had been added, and that a return envelope and
incentive were included. (A copy of the letter to students is in
Appendix B.) A preferred return time ("within a week") was named, al-
though evidence is inconclusive that naming a deadline or date in~

creases response rate.
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Student Incentive

Studies on the effect of incentives on response rate have had

varying results. A University of Massachusetts decal, three inches in

diameter and bearing the seal of the institution, was chosen after the

following “"piloting” procedure:

Fourteen adult students in an evening class sponsored by the

University Without Walls were asked to rank six features om a scale

ranging from (1) most likely to influence to (6) least likely to in-

fluence according to how much effect each feature would have in causing

them to complete and return a mailed questionnaire. The group ranked

the features in this order:

1.

2.

4.

A thank-you in the letter, plus a decal as a token of
appreciation (average score, 2.36)

A personalized letter (3.00)

A thank-you in the letter (no token of appreciation)

(3.57)

special question invitirg suggestions about the uni-

versity (3.71)

B>

5.5. A non-personalized letter (4.14)
5.5. A

thank-you in the letter, plus a quarter (25 cents)
as a token of appreciation (4.14)

(It should be noted that although the opportunity to answer a

special question ranked comparatively low as an influence upon the

decision to respond, more than 80% of students who -returned the SOS

took advantage of the opportunity.)

For ease of return via campus mail, size 9 envelopes bearing the

investigator’s name and campus address were provided to unit heads,

faculty, and advisors. Because the Student Opinion Survey should

remain unfolded for error-free optical scanning, student respondents

were provided 9 x 12 manila envelopes bearing the investigator’s name

and campus address and "FIRST CLASS MAIL" stamped in red. Commemora-

tive stamps were again used rather tian business-reply imprints; Linsky
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(1975) suggests that "people find it psychologically difficult to throw
away an unused stamp because of its monetary value, whereas the postage
permit does not represent a cost to anyone unless it is used” (p. 89).
Characteristics identified by Lockhart (1984) as inhibiting return
behavior include the presence of incriminating or objectionable ques-
tions and requests for donations. The latter were easily avoided, but
other than general care ir editing and revising questions to maximize
clarity ard minimize personal threat, no method was devised to detect

which questions were likely to be perceived as objectionable.

Followup Procedures

Additional contacts with survey subjects are recognized in the
literature as significantly improving response rate to mailed questica-
naires. Although "pre-contacts” were effective in studies reviewed by
Linsky (1975), they were used in the present study onlv for introducto~
ry letters to prospective interviewees in support-service umits. For
reasons of time and cost, they were not used with subjects who were to
receive pencil-and-paper instruments. Followup procedures were syste-
matically planned for the latter groups, however; studies reviewed
prior to 1978 showed that the "number of :ontacts was the best single
predictor of final response rate"” (Baumgartner and Heberlein, 1984, p.

67).

First Followup

Approximately two weeks after the initial survey instrument and
cover letter(s) were sent to uuft heads, faculty, advisors, and stu-

dents, a first followup letter was sent to non-respondents. The quan-
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tities sent were: unit heads, 32 (52% of the original total surveyed);

faculty, 70 (55%); advisors, 26 (45%); and students, 95 (52%).

Second Followup

Approximately 10 days after the first followup letter was sent, a
second letter went out to non-respondents along with a replacement copy
of the appropriate instrument. The second followup to students intro-
duced two new elements: an option to omit Social Security number and
other background information and an offer to put the recirient”s name
on a mailing list for summary data from the project. Numbers of second
followup letters sent were: unit heads, 23 (37% of total surveyed);

faculty, 54 (43%); advisors, 20 (34%) and students, 66 (36%).

Third Followup

Attempts were made to telephone non-respondents beginning approxi-
mately two weeks after the mailing of the second followup letter and
replacement instrument. Because this period began the week after
university commencement, a high rate of contact with faculty non-
respondents was neither anticipated nor achieved. Messages were left
in departmental offices for the 13 unit heads who had not responded,
and with secretaries or on answering machines for about half of the 30
non-responding faculty and nine non-responding advisors. Calls to ni-
responding students were proportionately more successful: in 28 of 36

cases, either the student him/herself was reached or a .essage left.
Part II: Telephone Interviews of Support-lnit Heads

Letters of introduction were mailed to 24 heads of support

services at least one week before interview appointment: were made.
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Similar in appearance to, but longer than, the cover letters accom-
panying pencil-and-paper instruments, they incorpcrated some of the
descriptive material about the study which had been placed in the
introductory blocks of pencil-and-paper instruments. (A copy of the
support-unit letter is in Appendix B.)

A limit of three attempts to set up an interview within the allot-
ted period was arbitrarily established. One person asked that the
quescions be sent to her in written form; she returned the completed
packet within the survey period. Only one interview of the hoped-for
24 could not be scheduled in the allotted time; that person was filling
two roles, as director of his own unit and acting director of another.

Interviewee comments made in addition to the requested "Yes/No"
responses were written verbatim or paraphrased on the category sheets
prepared for each interview. Several interviewees sent brochures and
other descriptive information about their units.

Tetters of appreciation were sent to interviewees within the week

following the interview.

Data Analysis and Display

In this section are described categorization and coding schemes for
quantifiable data, statistical procedures, content analysis procedures

for non-quantifiable data, and methode for displaying data in tables.

Categorization and Coding Schemes

For the Guide-based instruments in Parts I and II of the study,
three categories of possible responses were predetermined: Yes, No, and

failure to respond (blank). Additional categories were derived from




the responses themselves wher data were first aggregated for analysis:
Rarely, Conditional, and Other Comment.

A six-digit (six-choice) scheme was used to code responses for

entry into the university’s mainframe computer. A conservative
approach was taken to categorizing and coding, meaning that few
inferences were mide from incomplete or unclear expressionms.

1. No: Only an unambiguous and unqualified "No," or, in a few
cases, a phrase or sentence which was clearly the equivalent,
was placed in this category.

2. Yes: Only an unambiguous and unqualified "Yes," or, in a
few cases, a phrase or sentence which was clearly the
equivalent, was placed in this category.

3. Rarely: A comparatively small number of responses to

"Is this your [unit”s] practice?" were placed here. They
include "Rarely,"” "Occasionally,"” and "Once or twice,"
without an accompanying "Yes" or "No" in the appropriate
blank. Because instructions asked if the practice was a
"normal” part of operations, the existence of at least two

\ possibie interpretations—-that the practice is a normal
activity rarely used, or that the practice is rarely a
normal activity--meant these could not be coded either "Yes"
or "No . "

4. Conditional: A comparatively small number of responses,
mostly to "Are you a propoment of this practice?", were
placed here. Most of these included an actual or implied
"Yes"; all contained a qualifying phrase such as "but only
if we are given more resources,"” "but not for me," or "omly
if certain standards are met."

S. Other Comment: Here were placed all other respomses,
including symbols, which conveyed meaning or partial meaning
not clearly classifiable in codes 1-4. They included
question marks, "N/A," expressions of indecision such as
“not sure,” and longer explanatiomns of attitude or practice
from which no clearly positive or negative theme could be
deduced. A few respondents noted, without also checking
“Yes" or "No," that a brochure or other material had been
attached; these "attachment notes" were placed in the
"other comment" category. (No attempts were made to supple-
ment respondents” hand-written responses with information
from attached printed materials.)

0. Blank: Only those response spaces in which no meaningful
mark had been made were coded as blank. If a respondent s
"other comment"” stretched across both response columns,

g8 16




both the "proponent” ann "practice" responses were coded "other
comment” ; if the "other comment” was confined to only one
column, a "blank"” was recorded frr the adjacent space.

Responses in the Rarely, Conditional, and Other Comment categories
accounted for only 3.C% of responses to non-optional items in unit-
head, faculty, and advisor instruments; blanks accounted for 3.5% (see
Completion Rate section, Chapter IV, and Completion Rate Characteris-
tics, Appendix C). Slightly more Other Comment codes were recorded,
proportionately, in data from interviews of support~unit heads, because
fracuently the first question asked in a particular category was met
with a response indicating non-applicability to that unit.

Only unambiguous "Yes" responses were manipulaced in statistical
procedures determining the extent of "proponence” and "usage" (see
definitions below and in Chapter I). However, the frequencies in all
v :sponse categories for the unit-~head, faculty, and advisor instruments

are displayed in Chapter IV (Tables 3-5 and 7-9).
Definitions

Because the analysis of data focused primarily on two desired

measures, operational definitions of those are again provided:

Progonence

This coined word signifies the absiract noun or quality expressed
by affirmative responses to "Are you a proponent of this practice?" A
person’s proponence score is that representing the number of times
he/she responded "Yes" to the "proponent" question. The proponence
score for a particular practice is the quantity representing the number

of respondents who are proponents of that practice.
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Usage

To avoid using the word "practice” in two ways, the tera usage was
selected to signify the quantity expressed by the "fes"” responses to
"Is this your [unit”s] practice?” A persen’s or a unit’s usage score
is that representing tne number of times the respondent marked "Yes" to
that question in the instrument. The usage score for a particular
practice is that representing the number of respondents who said they

use the practice.
Computer-Assisted Statistical Procedures

Data were analyzed using selected routines from Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al., 1975) and consultation

from the university’s Statistical Consulting Center. These routines

were the primary ones employed:

The subprogram FREQUENCIES supplies one-way frequency distribu-
tions for discrete variables (Nie et al., 1975, p. 194). Frequencies
for all demographic variables and response variables were obtained to
enable initial characterizations of subject groups and to aid verifica-
tion of data input worksheets. Frequencies of "combined” variables (i.
e., the patterns of Yes/Yes, Yes/No, No/Yes, No/No, and various combi-
nations involving nontypical responses) were also obtained for use in
the weighting scheme described under Data Analysis in this chapter and
under Potential Responsiveness in Chapter IV.

Proportions in subgroups of such characteristics such as gender,
unit affiliation, degree classification, age group, and enrollment
status were obtained with the CROSSTABS routine, which provides joint

frequency tables displaying column and row percentages, percentages of
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the total table, and, as requested, various combinations of those

indicators (Nie et al., p. 230).

The subprogram BREAKDOKN "calculates and prints the sums, means,

standurd deviations, and variances of a dependent variable among sub-
groups” 1:. a file (Nie et al., p. 249). The "Yes" respomses to the
prononeace and usage questions for each instrument item were analyzed
separately according to selected subgroup characteristics of each res-
pondent group. Nf special interest were the number of respondents in
the various groupings, the sums of "Yes" responses, and, where appro-
priate, the standard deviations.

The CROSSBREAK facility, "a hybrid of the BREAKDOWN and CROSSTABS
procedures” (Nie et al., p. 264), provides an easily readable display
of "Yes" data in percentage form, facilitating comstruction of tables
for Chapter IV.

Each instrument item was considered in turn an independent varia-
ble, as were section subtotals and instrument totals. The subprogram
ONEWAY, which is "limited to problems involving only one variable,"” was
selected to perform analyses of variance according to selected subgroup
characteristics, idéntifying differences significant at the .05 level.
ONEWAY was chosen over the related subprogram ANOVA because it p.ovides
not only a "basic amalysis of variance summary table" but also a poste-
riori contrasts and seven statistics applicable to the conmtrasts (Nie
et al., pp. 398, 422). (The difficulties arising from multiple uni-
variate testing were recognized. See ilindsights, Appendix F.)

Because specific information was desired beyond an ANOVA indica-
tion of differences between or among subgroup means, an a posteriori

contrast test was selected to pinpoint the subgroup or subgroups of
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greatest influence on those differences. The Student-Neuman-Keuls test
(5./K) meets basic criteria of "comparing all possible pairs of group
means,” of being accurate with unequal group sizes (a common situation
in the study data), and of ensuring that each comparison is made at a
specific alpha level (in this study, .05) (Nie et al., pp. 427-428).

The SNK functions in such a fashion that the further two means
are apart (for example, among school-college-faculty subgroups) on an
ordered scale, "the larger the difference between them must be before
this difference exceeds its critical velue” (Winer, 1962, pp. 82-83).
The influence of this aspect of the SNK was seen in a few comparisons
in which all tkree subgroups in an ordered trio of means appeared to
be quite different upon visual inspection. The middle and lowest

scores were identified as significantly differeut from each other, but

the highest and lowest were not so identified.
Other Statistical and Computational Procedures

Mean satisfaction scores of the local adult-studeni group were
compared with mean scores of a national normative group. The formula
selected was the one-sample t test descrived by Levy (1968, pp. 94-97).

Total proponence and usage scores of school-college-faculty sub~
groups within the unit-head, faculty, and advisor groups wrre compared
to each other and to the proportions of adults enrolled in school,
college, and faculty units. Pearson product-moment correlation statis-
tics were calculated for all possible pairs of total scores (TI-55 III
Guidebook, 1977, pp. 3-4, 3-10).

Under the heading Potential Responsiveness in Chapter IV, a

weighting scheme is described which was applied to the summed, combined

02110




variables for each item of practice to determine the relative "climate
for maintenance or adoption” of practices. Four points were tallied
for each respondent who answered "Yes" in proponence and "Yes" in usage
concerning an item, three points for each Yes/No, two points for each
No/Yes, and one point for each No/No. These "climate scores" for all
items in an instrument were averaged, and the scores falling more than
one standard deviation above and below the mean defined as being in a

"warm" and "cool" climate, respectively.

Content Analysis of Non-Quantifiable Data

Responses to open-ended questions were content-analyzed. Respon-
ses of unit heads, faculty, and advisors were themselves u~.l to
develop categorization schemes. The reliability of coding was assessed
by employing a second coder and calculating the inter-coder reliability
statistic known as "Scott’s pi" (Scott, 1955, pp. 321-325; see also
Holsti, 1969). Details of the content analysis procedure are given in
Chapter IV and in greater detail in Appendix E.

A categorization scheme for student responses to an open-ended
question was developed partly from the responses themselves and partly
from a "barriers to participation” model described by Cross (1981, pp.
97-108). Details of the process are given in Chapter IV and in Appen-

dix E.

Selection and Display of Data

As noted earlier, quantifiable responses of unit heads, faculty,
advisors, and support-service heads which are of primary interest are

proponence scores and usage scores. The percentage equivalents of
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these scores vere selected for display in tables designed to illustrate
similaricies and differences within respondent groups. Suhgroup sizes
are shown under subgroup names at the tops of data columnms.

Students” quantifiable responses are displayed in Chapter IV tables

as mean satisfaction scores on a five~point scale (with five as the top

extreme). Standard deviaticns are also shown.

Tabular notation was judged to be the most space-comserving way to
denote significant differences among subgroups. But this presented a
challenge: How to mark clearly which subgroups of a set differ from
selected others. The follow:ng system of symbols was devised, and is
used wherever subgroup scores submitted to analyses of variance and a
posteriori contrast tests are displayed.

Rectanr~les and underscores. Every relationship among subgroups

identified by the SNK test can be expressed in these terms: One sub-

group is significantly different from other subgroups and can thus be

placed at the left of a "greater than" or "less than" expression
according to the order in which the means were listed by the ONEWAY/SNK
procedure. For example, in lines of means expressed by the symbols A,
B, C, D, E, and F, various relationships might have been identified by

the SNK test:

(1) A>cC, D, F (2) B<A, C, D, F (3 F>A

These expressions signify that (1) A”s mean is significantly different
from, and higher than, the means of C, D, and F (and not significantly
different from the means of B and E); (2) B"s mean is significantly
different from, and lower than, the means of A, C, D, and F (but not

significantly different from E"s mean); and (3) F's mean is signifi-
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cantly different from, and higher than, A”s mean (but not significantly

different from the means of B, C, D, and E).

In a 1ine of tabled scores, then, the one subgroup whose relation-

ship to others can be represented by its lone position at the left in a

"greater—than" (or >) expression is marked thus:

(D) A B c D E F

(1] 6.8 3.9 46 6.3 5.3

Similarly, if the one subgroup’s significantly differing score is lower

than others, which would place it at the left in a "<" (less than)

expression, the situation can be shown as follows:

(2) A B C D E F

The reader has the task of determining, by visual inspectinn, whether
one "rectangled" subgroup has a lower or higher mean than its under-
scored neighbors.

Where only two subgroups (such as gender subgroups) have been
compared, the convention was established that the higher score is in a
rectangle and the lower score is underscored.

A greater challenge arose when more than one subgroup was iden-

tified as significantly different from one or more others in the same

line of scores. For these cases, a secondary set of symbols was de-
vised: a dashed-line rectangle and dashed-line underscoring. The fol-
lowing example shows two scores which differ significantly from various

other scores:
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A B E

7.1] l6.8 4.6 6.3 5.3

— —y
- - ow

The symbols indicate not only that A°s mean is significantly different
from, and higher than, the means of C, D, and F, but also that B s mean
is significantly different from, and higher than, the means of C and D.

Thc final challenge was confined to a few cases in the advisor

data, in which a third subgroup was singled out as differing signifi-

cantly from one other subgroup in the line. Although these were consi-
dered the least important findings, comparatively, they were judged
worthy of marking, not by an additional style of rectangle but by a
double asterisk linked to a footmnote.

Single asterisks. Occasionally an ANOVA indicated that there were

significant differences among subgroups, but the SNK failed to identify
the higher/lower relationships of those subgroups at the (.05) alpha
level. A single asterisk refers the reader to a footnote in which that

situation is explained.




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The study produced a large amount of data intended to answer the
primary research question, How responsive is the University of Massa-
chusetts at Amherst to adult undergraduates? Quantifiable data were
coded, tallied, visually and statistically analyzed, examined at
various levels of aggregation, and prepared for narrative exposition
and tabular display. Non-quantifiable data (responses to open-ended
questions and additional remarks) were content-analyzed and the major
categories examined in text and depicted in tables.

A report of response and completion rates for participant groups
follows these introductory pages. The remainder of the chapter is
structured to correspond with the order of research subquestions pre-
sented in Chapter III. Where several long tables accompany a portion
of text, they are grouped together at the end of that text subsection.

Most of the chapter is devoted tn findings which depict the pre-
sent state of the university”s responsiveness to adult undergraduates.
The extent of proponence for practices which were included in survey
instruments is depicted by rank-ordering the practices according to the
numbers of their proponents. Similar rankings of practices follow,
their order determined by numbers of users in the university.

Findings are then presented concerning proponence and usage within
and across aggregations of unit heads, faculty, and academic advisors.

The aggregating criteria used with all three respondent groups are
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their school, college, and faculty affiliations, the proportion of
adults enrolled in their units, and gender. The influences of faculty
rank and teaching level are considered, as are the faculty/staff roie,
adult-advise: load, and authority level of advisors.

Topics common to the data from these three groups are the next
focus, followed by a correlational 3xercise which pairs total-imnstru-
ment scores and rhe percentages of adults in organizational units. The
University Without Walls, more than 90% of whose students are over 25
years of age, is compared to the academic units which enroll the next
largest proportions of adults.

The report of findings then shifts to adult students and their
levels of satisfaction with college services and environmental aspects.

The local group is compared to a national normative group and themn is

disaggregated so that influences on satisfaction level of degree clas-
sification, gender, enrollment status, age group, and race cam be
traced.

The university”s present state of responciveress leads logically

into its potential responsiveness to adult undergraduates. Proponence

and usage data from unit heads, faculty, advisors, support-service
heads, anc¢ heads of University Without Walls and the Division of Con-
tinuing Education are reconfigured cto provide "climate" measures for
maintenance or adoption of certain practices. Enhancing the climate
discussion are unit-head and faculty interpretations of the mission of
the university and its departments and divisions concerning service to
adults, and advisors” interpretations of the purpose of their advising

units concerning attention to age diversity. Suggestions from advisors
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and students pinpoint possible places for effective change towards
increased responsiveness to adult students.

A summary of findings concludes the chapter. It serves not only
as a condensation of what came before it but also as a bridge t Qe

discussion and recommendations of Chapter V.

Response and Completion Rates

Response Rates

In all, 456 persons were asked to supply information for the
study; 373 responded in some form, for an overall response rate of
81.8%. Usable information was received from 356 persons, for an effec-
tive response rate of 78.1%. Characteristics of each respondent group

are described below. Rates according to respondents” school, college,

and faculty affiliation are displayed in Table 1.

Unit Heads

Fifty-three replies were received to the 62 instruments sent to
department heads and chairs and division chairs and directors, an
overall reponse :ate of 85%. Forty-eight were in the form of usable
instruments; five were written or telephoned messages declining parti-
cipation. One person serving both as a department head and an acting
division director was sent two instruments and asked to provide view-
points from both roles; he did so and is thus represented twice in the
findings. Department heads are underrepresented in the unit-head
response data; 67% returned usable instrumerts, compared to 83% of
department chairs and 100% of division chairs and directors.

By organizational unit, the highest rates of return of usable

unit-head instruments (100%) were from the School of Education, School
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Table 1
Response Rates of Unit Heads, Faculty, and Academic Advisors
According to University Organizational Unit

Unit* Unir Heads** Faculty Academic Advisors
Surveyed Responded | Usable Surveyed Responded Usable Surveyed Responded Usable
Instruments Instruments Instruments
CAS - -- - - -- -- 9 7 (C717%) 6 (67%)
HFA 16 13 ( 81%) 13 ( 812) 30 18 ( 60%) 16 ( 53%) 18 15 (83%) 15 ( 83%)
NSM 10 8 ( 80%) 5 ( 50%) 24 20 ( 83%) 19 ( 792) 4 4 (100%) 4 (100%)
SBS 7 6 ( 86%) 6 (".2) 20 19 ( 95%) 18 ( 902) 2 2 (100%) 2 (100%)
EDU 3 3 (1002) 3 (100%) 8 6 ( 75%) 6 (75%) 4 4 (100%) 4 (100%)
ENG 5 5 (100%) 4 (802) 12 7 (58%) 7 (582) 2 2 (100%, 2 (100%)
FNR 10 8 ( 802) 8 ( 80%) 18 16 ( 89%) 16 ( 892) 7 6 (86%) 6 ( 86%)
HSC 3 3 (100%) 3 (100%2) 6 4 (672) 4 (672) 2 2 (1002) 2 (100%)
MGT 4 3 (752) 2 ( 502) 7 6 ( 862) 4 (57%) 2 1 (502) 1 ( 50%)
PHE 3 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 2 1 (50%) 1 ( 50%) 1 1 (100%) 1 (1002)
OTH - -- -- - - -- 7 7 (100%) 6 ( 862)
Totals 62 53 ( 85%) 48 ( ;;;; ;27 97 ( 76X) 91 ( 72%) 58 51 (88%) 49 ( 84%)

*CAS: College of Arts and Sciences Information and Advising Center; HFA: Faculty of Humanities and Fine Arts (A&S); NSM:
Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathewatics (A&S); SBS: Faculty of Social and Behavioral Sciences (A&S); EDU: School of
Education; ENG: College of Engineering; FNR: College of Food and Natural Resources; HSC: School of Health Sciences; MCT:
School of Management; PHE: School of Physical Education; OTH: Bachelor’s Degree with Individual Concentration, Bilingual
Collegiate Program, Collegiate Committee fo. the Education of Black and Other Minority Students, Division of Continuing
Education, English as a Second Language Program, Everywoman’s Center, Honors Program

*%Department chairs and heads, division chairs and directors
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of Health Sciences, and the School of Health and Physical Education.
Lowest return rates (50%) were from the Faculty of Natural Sciences and
Mathematics and the School of Management.

Seven of the unit heads receiving instruments are female; all
returned usable instruments. Proportionately fewer male unit heads,

74%, returned usable instruments.

Facultz

Ninety-seven replies were received to the 127 instruments sent to
a random sample of full-time faculty holding academic rank, an overall
response rate of 76%. Ninety-one were in the form of usable imstru-
ments; six were other communications: two blank instruments, three
messages declining -articipation, and one request for a replacement
instrument which was not subsequently returned.

Pighest return rates were from those faculty representing the
Faculty of Social and Behavioral Sciences (90%) and the College of Food
and Natural Resources (89%). Lowest return rates were from faculty
representing the Faculty of Humanities and Fine Arts (53%) and the
School of Physical Education (50%). HFA faculty are proportionately
underrepresented in the faculty data; however, those who responded
account for 27% of the usable faculty data.

Male and female faculty are represented in the usable data in
approximately the proportions in which they appear in the sample sur-
veyed: 75% of 21 female faculty and 71% of 106 male faculty returned
usable instruments. Representation by academic rank in the usable data
is also approsimately proportionate to the sample surveyed: 47% of 61
professors, 30% of 40 associate professors, and 23% of 26 assistant

professors returned usable instruments. Faculty returning usable in-
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struments categorized themselves according to teaching level as fol-

1 ws: undergraduate only, 11 (12.1%), undergraduate and graduate, 70

(76.9%); graduate only, 8 (8.8%); not currently teaching, 2 (2.2%).

Academic Advisors

Fifty-one replies were received to the 58 questionnaires sent to a
sample of those persons who have major responsibilities for academic
advising, an overall response rate of 88%. Forty-n‘1e were in the form
of usable instruments. Two were other communications: one request for
a replacement instrument which was not subsequently returned and one
telephone message declining participation.

In six of the 11 advising (organizational) unit categories, all
advisors surveyed (100%) supplied usable instruments. The lowest re-
turn rate (502) was from advisors representing the School of Manage-
ment. MGT and CASIAC (College of Arts and Sciences Information and
Advising Center) are slightly underrepresented in advisor data.

Proportionately more female (95% of 19) than male (79% of 39)
advisors returned usable instruments. Representation according to
faculty or staff role nearly matches that of the survey sample: 84% of
44 faculty advisors and 86% of 14 professional-staff advisors returned
usable instruments. Representation according to authority level is
highest, proportionately, at the highest level: 92% of advisors at the
top level (1-A) returned usable instruments, compared to 83% at the 2-A
level, 88% at the 3-A level, and 63% at the 3~C level. Advisors
returning usable instruments categorized themselves as follows ac-
cording to the proportion of adults they advise: no adults advised, 6

(12.2%); adults one-fourth of load or less, 38 (77.6%); adults one-
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fourth to oune-half of load, 3 (6.1%); adults one-half of load or more,
2 (4.1%).

Effects of Underrepresentation

There were enough respondents from most of the proportionately
underrepresented subgroups in the unit-head, faculty, and advisor data
to have adequate influence on the study findings. Only in three in-
stances does underrepresentation affect the findings or their inter-
pretation and display. The School of Management is represented by only
one respondent in the advisor data, and the School of Physical Educa-
tion by one respondent in the faculty data and one in the advisor data.
This means, first, that when scores for school, college, and faculty
groups are tabled, MGT and PHE are omitted in order to protect conf.
dentiality of response. Second, analyses of variance exclude one-
member cells, so statistical comparisons according to school, college,
and faculty are - de of faculty data without PHE, and of advisor data
without PHE and MGT. Third, inferences about MGT and PHE advising
units or PHE faculty based on samples of one are considered too tenuous

to offer in this report.

Support Units

Attempts to conduct telephone interviews with 24 heads of univer-
sity support services during a three-weelk period were successful in all
but one case, for a response rate of 96%. One prospective interviewee
asked to respond in writing tn written interview questions in place of
an oral interview; her responses are included with the telephone inter-

view data.




"Adult” Units

The heads and one staff member each of the Division of Continuing
Education and the University Without Walls were asked to participate in
the study. The heads supplied usable data. The staff member:z” parti-
cipation in activities concerned with the adaptation of the guiding

instrument is described in Chapter VI.

Adult Students

Eighty percent of the 181 students 25 years old and older to whom
survey instruments were sent returned them within the allotted time
period. All but two of the 145 returned instruments contained informa-
tion which is represented in the study findings. Table 2 compares the

makeup of the respondent groups with that of the survey groups, showing

that Other Majors are slightly underrepresented in comparison to Bache-
lor of General Studies and University Without Walls majors. Not shown
in the table is that male students are slightly underrepresented in
comparison to female students. Neither case of slight underrepresen-

tation was judged to affect the conclusions drawn from study findings.

Returns by Foilowup Period

The followup schedule for the mailed instruments consisted of a

first followup letter sent about two weeks after the original mailing;
a second letter accompanied by a replacement instrument, sent about 10
days after the firet followup letter; and a telephone call about two
weeks after the second foullowup letter. Of the 331 usable instruments
received from unit heads, faculty, academic advisors, and students,
61.6% were received in the period between the initial contact and the

mailing of the first followup letter; 15.7% in the period between the
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Table 2
Response Rates of Adult Students (n=145)
According to Degree Classification

Surveyed Responded Usable
Degree Classification Instruments
University Without Walls 85 73 (86%) 72% (85%)
Bachelor of General Studies 7 4 (57%) 4 (57%)
Other Majors (school, college, and
faculty units) 89 68 (76%) 67* (75%)
Totals 181 145 (80%) 143 (79%)

*On= UWW and one Other Majors student answered the open-ended question
but did not complete the satisfaction scales.

first and second followup letters; and 19.6% in the period between the
second letter and a telephone reminder. Following the telephone calls,
3.0% were received. The assumption is made that no significant bias was

introduced by delays in returning instruments.

Completion Rates

The extent to which respondents completed the.r instruments is
high. Overall, in the quantifiable components of the instruments,
codable responses were provided in 96.3% of possible spaces by the 356
persons whose instruments contained usable data. Additional details
about completion-rate determination and characteristics are in Appendix
C.

Unit heads, faculty, advisors, heads of adult units, and students
were given the opportunity to write responses to specific open-ended

questions. Overall, more than 76% did so:
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sroup Topic of Open-Ended Number and Percent

Question Responding
Unit heads University mission 35/48 72.9%
Unit heads Department /unit mission 38/48 79.2
Faculty University mission 65/91 71.4
Faculty Department/unit mission 64/91 70.3
Advisors Advising-unit purpose 38/49 77.6
Adviscrs Sugn:sted change(s) 41/49 83.7
Adult-unit heads University mission 1/2 50.0
Adult-unit heads Department/unit mission 1/2 50.0
Students Suggested change(s) 117/145 80.7

Comments in addition to respon:'s to open—ended questions were

supplied by about 21Z of unit-head respondents, 31% of faculty

respondents, and 412 of advisor respondents. These remarks were

included in "other comment” categories for content analysis procedures.

Support (Proponence) for Effective Practices

How extensive is support within the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst for practices effective in serving adult undergraduates? This
research question has as its aim a measurement of favorable inclination
(proponence) toward the practices described in the literature and
included in survey instruments. Sought specifically is the extent of
proponence of unit heads (department chairs and heads and division
chairs and directors), teaching faculty, academic advisors, heads of
support services, and heads of two university umnits established to
serve adults and part-time students, the Division ¢f Continuing Educa-
tion and University Without Walls.

Proponence was earlier defined operationally as affirmative
respouse to "Are you a proponent of this practice?” The initial report
of its extent in this university is a series of lists of practices

which are ranked in descending order according to the number of "Yes”
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responses supplied by respondents. Tables 3-5 display complete lists
for unit heads, faculty, and advisors; also shown with those lists are
frequencies in six categories of respomse: Yes, No, Rarely, Conditional
Yes, Other Comment, and Blank. Table 6 shows affirmative respomse to

26 selected practices by support-unit heads and heads of DCE and UWW.

Unit-Head Proponence

Generally, the practices having 902 or more unit-head proponence
are those considered effective with a broad range of students, tradi-
tional and nontraditional. Just below the 90% mark, as can be seen in
Table 3, begin to emerge alternate delivery modes and practices which
recognize the individual nature and previous experience of students.
At the mid-range are practices which offer flexibility to the seeking
student but which may require greater investment of time by department

personnel than do more conventional practices. At the low end (less

than 15% proponence) are credit—-award procedures tied to specific

published materials, and delivery modes involving extreme departures

from traditional, campus-based programs.
Faculty Prdponence

Ouly the practices concerning interdisciplinary teaching and inde-
pendent-study supervision, neither of which is limited to adult stu-
dents in effectiveness, have more than 902 of the faculty sample as
proponents. High on the 1ist displayed in Table 4, however, are prac-
tices having flexibility as a key characteristic, both in student
programs and in faculty delivery method.. At the mid-range are activi-

ties outside the day-to-day university setting but within the adult-




student milieu. Only one practice is at the low extreme (under 20%) of
faculty proponence, teaching by correspondence study, an activity which
(stereotypically, at least) involves little or no direct contact with

students.
Academic Advisor Proponence

As was the case with unit heads, practices garmering 907 or more
of advisor proponence are those effective with a broad range of stu-
dents. As shown in Table 5, also above the 90% mark are practices
denoting flexibility in both advising-unit practice and individual
advisor custom. At the mid-range appears special training/reading
geared to improving service to adult students. No practice drew less
than 36% of advisor proponence. Thoce near the end of the list are
much like those at the bottom of the unit-head list; they concern the
use of specific published materials for determining credit award for
prior learning or describe the modes of delivery least available in

this university.
Proponence of Heads of "Adult” Units

The instrument sent to department and division heads was also sent
to the heads of the Divir.on of Continuing Education and University
Without Walls, along with an extensive series of iteas selected from
questions posed in interviews of heads of support-service units.
Responses from the UWW unit head indicate proponence for all except the
last three of the 47 practices listed in Table 6. The exceptions are
offering one or more traditional, on-campus courses through correspond-

ence study; offering an entire program through correspondence study;
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and offering an entire program through independent study. The DCE unit
head did not respond to the unit-he.d instrument portion of the survey.
DCE/UWW proponence for support-service practices is described and

tabled with the support-service material.
Proponence of Support-Service Heads

The 26 practices to which six or more support-service heads, plus
DCE and UWW heads, gave Yes or No responses are listed in Table 6 in
descending order according to the percentage of support-service heads

who answered "Yes" to "Are you a proponent of this practice?" Where
the same percentage figure applies to more than one practice, those
practices are tabled, first, by the number of persons responding, and
second, in the order in which the questions were selected from the
Guide.

Generalizing about the kinds of practices appearing at the top,
mid-point, and bottom of the support-unit proponence list is more
difficult than it was for the proponence of unit heads, faculty, and
advisors. Appearing throughout Table 6 are practices usable with a
broad age range of students as well as practices focused more narrowly
on the adult student component. Even practices which may require
greater time, effort, and perhaps resources than do more routine acti-
vities are found at all points: near the top (needs assessment), at
midrange (information-gathering), and near the bottom (after-hours
opening of in-house resource centers).

Corresponding lists reflecting usage of practices will be found in

the following section.
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Table 3
Proponence of Unit Heads (n=48)
for Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes” Responses

Practices Listed in Instrument

Making academic advising available within the department for
~rtudents who seek it

Designing departmental brochures to describe programs so that
students can understand the overall scructure of a program

Customarily accepting credit value equal to that of traditional
departmental courses for transfer credits representing courses
taken in the regular day programs of other collegiate  nstitutions

Maintaining a good referral network with academic advising pro-
grams elsewhere on campus

Monitoring student progress in the department for planning
purposes or for identifying students in academic difficulty

Making available in the department Honors or other accelerated
or advanced placement courses or learning experiences for
except ionally well qualified students

Having readily available information on student retention
rates in the department

Maintaining a good referral network with remedial programs
elsewhere on campus

Holding some organized faculty discussion in the department
about what students completing the program are able to do and
understand (as contrasted with how many courses they have
completed)

Collecting information about the reasons students drop out of
the department

Offering courses through the Division of Continuing Education
Customarily accepting credit value equal to that of traditional
departmental courses for credits awarded for courses taken
througi. this University’s Division of Continuing Education
Scheduling some course sections to meet less often and for
longer time periods (than the twice or thrice weekly format),
for the convenience of students

Scheduling some sections of courses in evenings or on weekends

Making some effort, formal or informal, to attract adult students

Offering one or more of the department’s traditional, on~campus
courses through independent study...

10l 28

Are you a proponent
of this practice?

Yes

48

47

47

47

45

44

44

44

43

41

41

39

39
38

37

No

11

Rarely

Conditional Yes
Other Comment

Blank
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Table 3, continued

Are you a proponent
of this practice?
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Designing departmental brochures to reflect a desire to have
age diversity among undergraduates 37 8 3
Customarily accepting credit value equal to that of traditional
departmental courses for credits awarded for courses taken in the
continuing education programs of other collegiate institutions 37 9 1 1
Allowing students to develop individualized courses cf study
which meet the requirements of some programs in the depar:ment 36 10 2
Maintaining a peer assistance program for students (including
adult students) in academic difficulty 36 10 \ 1
Addressing, as part of or in addition to the denrartment s on-
going faculty discussions. the topic of student learning styles 36 9 2 1
Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements
in the department by successful examination via special exami~-
nat ions administered by the department 33 14 1
Offering one or more of the department’s traditional, on-campus
courses
through radio, telecommunications, computer-assisted
or other mediated format 32 12 1 3
at off-campus locations 31 14 2 1
Making it possible for students to accomplish requirements for
some programs in the department after 4 p.m. or on weekends 27 14 4 3
Offering remedial courses or programs for improvement of basic
knowledge or skills 27 21
Sponsoring or participating in a workshop or other learning
experience for staff members who routinely work with students,
to help them understand the needs of adult students and their
possible role in meeting those needs 27 18 1 2
Offering advising, a workshop, or other assistance to students
in developing portfolios or other appropriate documentation
for evaluating such learning [coilege~level learning acquired
outside a higher education institution] 26 18 2 2
Making advising, if offered in the department, available in
evenings or on weekends 26 17 3 1 1
Making it possible for some nart-time students to accomplish
requirements for som2 prograns within the usyal 10~semester
limit 25 10 7 6
Making remedial courses or programs, if offered by the department,
available in evenings or on weekends 22 19 4 3
available in computer-asaisted or other media format 22 18 4 4
(continued)
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Table 3, continued

Awarding credit toward degrees for demonstrable, college-levei
tearning acquired outside a higher education institution, other

than that described i{n questions 2 [credit by exawination] and 3

[credit by equivalency]

Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements
in the department by successful examination via

Educational Testing Service’s College-Level Examination
Program (CLEP)

College Entrance Examination Board s Advanced Placement
Program (CEEB/AP)

Making advising, if offered in the department, available off campus

Recognizing, through the faculty reward system, effort specifi-

cally aimed toward teaching (or otherwise serving) adult students

Making remedial courses or programs, if offered by the depart-
ment, available off campus

Offering an entire program in the department at of f-campus
locations

Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements
in the department by successful examination via American
College Testing’s Proficiency Examination Program (PEP)

Offering an entire program in the department through radio,
telecommunications, computer-assisted or other mediated f.rmat

Allowing students to apply credit towards a degree program in
the department through the equivalency procedures of

National Guide to the Evaluation of Education Experisnces
In the Armed Forces (Americam Council om Education)

National Guide to Educational Credit for Training Programs
(American Council on Education)

New York Regents” Guide to Educational Programs in Non-
Collegiate Organizations...

Offering one or more of the department’s traditional, on-campus
courses through correspondence study...

Offering an entire program in the department
through correspondence study

through independent study
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Are you a proponent

Yes

18

18

17

17

15

11

11

No

23

21

20

27

28

26

34

22

35

24

24

24

43

46

45

Rarely

Conditional Yes

of this practice?

Other Comment

12

12

12

12

Blunk




Table 4
Proponence of Faculty (n=91)
for Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes" Responses

Are you a proponent
of this practice?

Practices Listed in Instrument

Condicional Yes
Other Comment

Teaching an interdisciplinary course (alone or ss part of s team)

Supervising an independent study course

Helping adult students plan individualized majors or progran
components where sppropriste and feasible

Advising students about possible course substitutions,
special examinations administered by departments, and/or
other ways of making the curriculus more flezible

Teaching a course offered through the Division of Continuing
Education which was initiated by your or your department

Teaching a course with an experiential learning component (such
ss field experience, internship, practicum, atudio work,
cooperative arrangesent)

Tesching a regular departmental course ou: ‘e traditional,
veekday, daylight—hour time periods

Varying your mode of delivery (for exmmple, lecture, discus-
sion, peer teaching, hands—on work) according to the evidence
you see of various learning preferences in & class 76 10 1 2 2

Teaching s course which allows student to develop an individualized
lesrning contract or pursue & special topic of his/her choice 75 14 1 1

Teaching & course offered through the Division of Continuing
Education which was initiated by student demand through Con-
tinuing Rducation (i.e., & "response” course) 74 14 1 2

Desigring or revising one or more courses in ways vhich allow

you to vary your role (for exsmple, from subject-matter

specialist to resource person to mentor), depending on the

needs of & particular student group 76 13 1 3

Serving as s sponsor, evaluator, or independent-study super-
visor for one or more University Without Walls students 73 16 1 1

Designing or revising one or more courses in ways which allow

you to vary the smount of structure you provide (e.g.,

organization of material, number of guidelines an requirements),

depending on the needs of s particular class 73 15 1 2

When deciding how to respond to an aduylt studeat seeking your
pernission to enroll in one of your courses, giving positive
consideration to his/her experience 72 10 3 6

(continued)
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Table 4, continued

Are you s proponent
of this practice?

Conditional Yes
Other Comment

Yes

No
Rarely
Blank

Teaching, sdvising, or otherwise working with sdult students in
credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in
governmental agencies 68 16 7

Psrticipating in a local workshop, seminar, or other orgsnized

discussion designed to broaden fsculty knowledge sbout [how

college students lesrn, learning needs/preferences of sdult

college students, sssessment of student outcomes] 65 23 2

Tesching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students

in credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in

human service sgencies 65 18 8
Participating, during s professional conference at the nstional

or regional level, in a session focused on, or including in-

formation sbout, how college ntudents in general learn 64 2, 2

Teaching, sdvising, or otharwise working with adult students
in credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in
business or industry 64 20 7

Psrticipating, during a professional conference at the national

or regiontl level, in a session focused on, or including in-

formation gbout, learning needs and preferences of sdult

college gtidents in particular 63 25 3

Being available for sdvising appointments outside weekday,
dsytime hours 61 24 3 2 1

Tesching, sdvising, or otherwise working with adult students
in credit or non-credit settings outside the uaiversity, in
continuing educstion units of other colleges or universities 61 23 7

Teaching s course at sn off-campus location 59 26 5 1
Undertaking special reading about adult college students 58 29 4

Teaching # competency-based course (i.e., one haviag specific,
ststed lesrning outcomes other than slresdy covered in Question 7) 56 22 8 5

Helping a student develop s portfolio documenting college-level
lesrning scquired in settings other than higher educstion
institutions 56 30 3 2

Designing or revising one or more courses in vwsys which build
on or incorporate life experiences of students 56 30 2 2 1

Psrticipating, during a professional couference st the
national or regional level, in s session focused on, or in-
cluding information sbout, sssessment of student outcomes 56 28 3 4

Leading national, regional, or local efforts related to adult

learning or adult lesrners (this cstegory can include scaff
trsining for University employees) . 56 32 5

(continued)
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Table 4, continued

Are you a proponent
of this practice?
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Teaching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students
in credit or non-credit settings outside the university, inm
other groups or sgencies [than listed in la through 1d] 54 23 1 &4 5
Undertaking research or aervice activitiea which have adult
students as a focus 54 26 1 10
When deciding how to respond to an adult student seeking your
peruission to enroll in one of your courses, giving poaitive
consideration to his/her age 52 29 1 6 3
Advising students 2t off-campus locstions 48 36 2 3 2
Teaching & course through correspondence study 17 69 46 1
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Table 5

Proponence of Academic Advisors (n=49)
for Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes" Responses

Practices Listed in Instrument

Providing information to advisees sbout programs of personal
snd career counseling available elsewhere on campus

Collecting information sbout the unit’s advisees in the general
category of demographic data (name, address, telephone)

Providing information to sdvisees about other sources of
scadenic advising at UMass

Collecting information sbout the unit’s advisees in the general
categories of

student descriptive data [°'l'n avarage.nulbcr of credits
per term, class status..., status st time of enrollment, full-
or part-time status, degree objective, nondegree objective]

data on previous learning experience (e.g., transfer credit,
credit by examination, credit by equiv ency, and credit via
portfolio development]

student progress dsta ["l" grade point sverage, time re-
quired to complete degree, dropout (no return) status, stopout
(drop out and return) atatus]

Advising atudents, where sppropriate, sbout possible modes of in~
struction which sre alternatives to campus-based courses and
prograss, such as interdisciplinary courses

*Advising atudents sbout possible course substitutions, special
exanminations administered by departments..., or other methods of
saking the University curriculum more flexible

*Encoursging and helping students to plan individualized msjors
or program components where appropriate and feasible

Designing the scademic sdvising program to consider the age, ex-
perience, needs, and interests of adult students (in addition to,
or slong with, those of traditional-age students)
Advising students, where sppropriate, sbout poasible modes of in-
struction which are slternatives to canpus-based courses and
programs, such as

independent study

courses offered through the Division of Continuing Education

courses coutaining experiential-learning components (such ss

field experiences, internships, practica, atudio work,
cooperative arrangements, etc.)
134

116

Are you a proponent
of this practice?

Yes

49

49

48

48

48

47

46

46

45

44

44

42

No

Rarely

Conditional Yes
Other Comment

Blank

1
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Table 5, continued

Are you a proponent
of this practice?

Yes

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibility of
earning credit by examination through

special examinations administered by departments 42

College Entrance Examination Board’s Advanced Placement
Program (CEFB/AP) 41

Educational Testing Service’s College-Level Entrance
Exanination Program (CLEP) 40

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in-
struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as

off-campus programs 40
courses offered by University wWithout Walls 40

*Participating in a workshop or other formal learniing
experience deaigned to broaden academic advisors” knowledge
of adult laarning or adult learners 40

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general
category of academic needs data {e.g., needs for academic

support (such as remedial writing), preferred class schedule,

preferred learning modes (lecture, independent study, field
experiences)) 37

*Undertaking special reading about adult college students 34

Making some part of the academic advising program available
in evenings or on weekends 3

Having some persons in your advising unit who have-undergone

training or done special reading pertaining to the advising

of adults (i.e.., in assessing academic needs and planning

programs in light of adult life experience and situations) 32

*Taking a leadership role in encouraging or causing other sd-
visors to broaden their knowledge of adult learning or adult
learners 32

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibility of
earning credit by examination through American College Testing’s
Proficiency Examination (PEP) 30

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general
category of personal needs data {e.g., use of support services,
vocational or career choice, child care use or needs, financial
needs, and other personal needs) 29

Us!ng computer—assisted academic advising, such as SICI,
DISCOVER, or other gsimilar software, for adult students 25
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Table 5, continued

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in-
struction which are alternatives to campus~based courses and
programs, such as courses available through radio, telecommuni~
cations, computerized or other mediated frrmat

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general
category of socioeconomic data [e.;.., age, gender, ethmic
background, marital status, number of dependent children, incore]

Advising adult students about the possibility of earning credit
through the equivalency procedures of

National Guide to Educational Credit for Training
Prigrams (American Council on Education)

National Guide to the Evaluation of Education
Experiences In the Amed Forces (American Council on Education)

New York Regents” Guide to Educational Programs ia Non-
collegiate Organizations...

Making some part of the academic advising program available
at off-~campus locations

Collecting i{nformation sbout the units advisees in the general
category of other situational data [than that listed iu 1-7],
such as employer name and address

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in-

struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as correspondence study

136

118

Are you a proponent

of this practice?

Yes

25

23

22

21

21

19

19

18

No

21

25

16

18

17

26

26

27

Rarely

Conditional Yes

Other Comment
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Table 6
Proponence of Heads of Support-Service Units, Division of
Continuing Education, and University Without Walls
for Selected Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates, o
Ranked Accordiag to Percentage o "Yes" Responses i

Are you a proponent of this practice?

Practices n % Yes DCE  UWW

Coordinating some services with otk-r campus support
units which include adult students in their clientele 14% 100 Yes* Yes*

Informing students enrolled in the University
Without Walls about your support gervices 12 100 Yes ~-—

Collecting information about tie adult students served

by the unit, in the general category of demographic 8 100 Yes Yes
data (name, address, phone)

Inplementing or planning a needs assessment which in~ ha
cludes attention to opinions of curreanr adult stucents

about presently available programs and services 8 100 Yes Yes

about programs and services not presently provided 8 100 Yes Yes

Collecting information about the adult students served

by the unit, in the general category of academic needs

data (e.g., needs for academic support such as reme-

dial writing, preferred class schedule, learning modes) 7 100 Yes Yes

Including information about academic program alterna-
tives and requirements in orientation activities which
include or are available to adult students 7 100 Yes Yes

Providing informatio.. o advisees about other sources .
of academic advising «t UMass 6 100 Yes Yes

Providing information to advisees about programs of
personal and career counseling elsewhere on cempus 6 100 Yes Yes

Having some persons in your unit who have undergone
training or done special reading pertaining to the ,
advising of adults 6 100 Yes Yes

Undergoing self-study in the unit to identify academic
support services needed by students (including adult ‘
studenrs) 6 100 Yes Yes

Establishing or maintaining a newsletter or other pub~
lication which provides information of special interest
to adult students 13 92 Yes Yes

Encouraging cne or more unit staff to undergo training
or do special reading pertaining to serv.ces for adults 13 92 Yes Yes

Encouraging one or more unit staff to serve on com-
mittees or advisory groups which deal with the
concerns of adult studet .s 16 88 Yes Yes

Including attention t- ,rofessional, vocational, and

life plans and espirations in orlentation activities
vhich include or are available to adult students 8 88 Yes Yes

(continued)
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Table 6, continued

Are you a proponent of this practice?

Practices n 2 Yes DCE UWW

Establishing or maintaining a wechanisa for gathering
inforumation from adult students to identify needed
canpus services 15 87 Yes Yes

Coordinating some services with the Division of
Continuing Education 14 86 —= Yes

Informing students enrolled in continuing education
programs ahout your support services 14 86 === Yes

Collecting information about the adult students served
by the unit, in the general categoties of

socioeconomic data [e.g., age, gender, ethnic
background, marital gtatus, number of dependent
children, income] 7 86 Yes Yes

personal needs data (e.g., use of support ser
vices, vocational or career choice, child care use
Or needs, financial needs, other personal needs] 6 83 No Yes

Keeping appropriate records concerning adult students
who have gruduated 6 83 Yes Yes

Including information about gtudent ser-ices in orienta-
tion activities which fnclude or are available to adult
students 6 83 Yes Yes

Coordinating some services with University Without Walls 13 77 Yes —-

Opening non-l1ibrary learning resource centers in
evenings and on weekends 9 56 Yes Yes

Exploring the posa.bility of creating an office for
directing and/or coordinating programs and services
for adult students 14 50 Yes Yes

Instituting or maintaining a pPeer as 1itance prugram
for studeats (including adult students) in academic
difficuley 6 50 Yes Yes

*Uuits contributed Yes/No-codable responses to the 26 items as follows: DCE, 24; UWW, 24;
Everywoman“s Center, 24; Center for Counseling and Academic Development, 21; Handicapped
Student Affairs, 16; Office of the Registrar, 16; Communi:ation Skills Center, 15; New
Students Program, 15; Student Affairs Zesearch and Evaluation Office, 14; University
Placement Services, 13; Sctudent Activities, 13; Undergraduate Adnissions, 12; University
Internship Program, 12; Collegiate Committee for the Rducation of Black and Other Minority
Students, 11; Financial Aid 0ffice, 10; Commuter Ares Government, 10; Office for Coopera-
tive Education, 10; Bilingusl Collegiate Program, 9; Student Government Association, 7;
Child Care Services, 6; Campus Parking, 5; Admissions/Trasnsfer Affairs, 3; University
Housing Services, 3; University Library, 3; University Mental Health Services, 0; Ve-
terans” Assistance and Counseling Services, 0 (not interviewed).
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Usage of Effective Practices

Which practices effective in serving adult undergradua es are used
in the University of Massachusetts at Amherst? Paralleling the pre-
ceding query, this research question has as its aim an understanding of
practices which are already part of normal university activity. It
specifically seeks the extent of usage of a set of practices, drawn
from the literature and included in survey instruments, in departments
and divisions, as reported by the heads of those units; by individual
teaching faculty; in academic advising units and by individual academic
advisors; ia support units; and in university units established to
serve adults and part-time students, the Division of Continuing Educa-
tion and the Univerity Without Walls.

Usage has earlier been defined operatiornally as the in-place,
normal status of a particular practice, as determined by affirmative
response to "Is this your department’s practice?"” (unit heads); "Is
this your practice?” (faculty and academic advisors); "Is this your
advising unit”s practice?” (academic advisors); or "Is this your unit”’s
practice?” (support service heads, heads of DCE and UWW). (Faculty
were asked some additional usage-type questions about rewards and
developmental approaches.)

The initial report of the extent of usage in this university is a
listing of practices ranked in descending order according to the number
of "Yes" responses. Tables 7-9 displey complete lists for unit heads,
faculty, and advisors; also shown with those lists are frequencies in
six categories of response: Yes, No, Rarely, Conditional Yes, Other
Comment, and Blank. Table 10 shows affirmative response to 26 selected

practices by support-.nit heads and heads of DCE and UWW.
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If histograms were created from the unit head, faculty, and advi-
sor lists, bars at each extreme would be short; that is, few practices
are either universally used or universally unused on this campus.
Generally, usage frequencies fall far below the corresponding propo-
nence measures; comparisons of the two kinds of indicators comstitute

much of the rest of the chapter.
Usage in Departments and Divisions

Eleven of the 47 practices are used in half or more of the report-
ing academic units. As shown at the top of Table 7, only two practices
are used in more than 90X of de»artments and divisions: making academic
advising available and granting eyual status to other colleges” day-
course .rodits. Both are traditicnal practices which serve a wide age
range of students. At the mid-range in usage are some flexible
scheduling practices. At the 20% usage point and below are found
nearly half of the practices in the list. Three have no reported
usage: offering either single courses or entire programs via correspon-
dence study, and sponsoring or participating in staff workshops about

serving adult students.
Faculty Usage

Table 8 contains the 34 practices in the faculty instrument about
which both "proponent"” and "practice" questions were asked. Table 8a
displays usage-only questions about recognition for working with adult

students and the optional questions about use of developmental

approaches to instruction.
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In widest usage is supervision of independent study courses,

acknowledged by 80% of respondents. Only nine other practices fall
above the 502 mark; all deal with flexibility of respomse to individual
students and to class heterogeneity. Most of thé practices involving
external agencies or professional development activities are at the 20%
mark or below. At the bottom of the list are correspondence-course

teaching and in-house recognition for working with adult students.

Usage in Academic Advising Units and by Individual Advisors

Individual-advisor practices as well as advising-unit practices
are included in Table 9; the former are starred for ready identifica-
tion. Networking practices are used in almost all reporting units,
while basic data-gathering practices appear just below the 90% usage
mark. An unanticipated gap appears at the mid-point, such that half
the 35 practices are well above 50% usage and half below 37% usage.
Professional development activities related to serving adults are in
the bottom half, as is collection of student information of a more
personal (and less "academic”) nature. At the very bottom are prac-
tices which require special equipment for implementation: computer-

assisted advising and technology-based course delivery formats.
Usage in "Adult"” Umits

As indicated earlier, the instrument sent to department and divi-
sion heads was alsc sent to the heads of the Division of Continuing
Education a.d University Without Walls. Responses from the UWW unit
head indicate that all but six of the 47 practices listed in Table are

in use in UWW. The exceptions are practices used rarely if at all
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elsewhere in the university: offering ome or more traditional, on-
campus courses through correspondence study or through radio, telecom-
munications, computer-assisted or other mediated format; offering an
entire program through correspondence study, independent study, or
mediated formati; and collecting information about the reasons students
¢p out of the department. The DCE unit head did not re.pond to the

unit-head instrument portion of the survey.
Usage in Support-Services Units

Usage of the 26 practices to which six or more support-service
heads, plus DCE and UWW heads, gave Yes or No responses are listed in
Table 10 in descending order according to the percentage of support-
service heads who answered "Yes" to "Is this your unit’s practice?”
Where the same percentage figure applies to more than one practice,
those practices are arranged, first, by the number of persons cespond-
ing, and second, in the order in which the questions were selected from
the Guide.

Generalizing about the kinds of practices grouped at the top, mid-
point, and bottom of support-unit usage is no easier than it was for
proponence of support-unit heads. However, nearly all the practices in
the top half of Table 10 are intra-unit practices. Practices wnich
involve networking with other units or maintaining frequent and two-way
contact with adult clientele do not appear until the midpoint or helow
in the list. Understandably, DCE, whose staff is several times the
size of UWW's and of many support-unit staffs, reports usage of all but

the gathering of personal-needs data.
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Table 7
Usage in Departments and Divisions (n=48)
of Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes" Responses

Is this your department”s
practice?

Practices Listed in Instrument

Yes

No

Rarely
Conditional Yes
Other Comment
Blank

Making academic advising available within the department for
students who seek it 47 1

Customarily accepting credit value equal to that of traditionsl
departmental coursea for transfer credits representing courses
taken in the regular day programs of other collegiate institutions 46 2

Offering courses through the Division of Continuing Education 42 6

Customarily accepting credit value equal to that of traditional
departmental courses for

credits avarded for courses taken through this University’s
Division of Continuing Education 8 5 3 2

transfer credits representing courses taken in the continuing
education programs of other collegiate institutions 8 7 1 2

Designing departmental brochures to describe programs so that
students can understand the oversll structure of a program 37 11

Monitoring student progress in the department for planning
purposes or for identifying s_udents in academic difficulty 37 10 1

Making available in the department Honors or other accelerated
or adve iced placement courses or learning experiences for
exceptionally well quslified students 36 11 1

Maintaining a good referral network with academic advising
programs elsewhere on campus 3 12 2

Offering one or more of the department s traditional, on-
campus courses through independent study 30 17 1

Scheduling some course sections to meet less often and for
longer time periods (than the twice or thrice weekly format),
for the convenience of students 30 17 1

Holding some organized faculty discussion in the department

about what students comr -ting the program are able to do and

understand (aa contraste with how many courses they have

completed) 25 23

Scheduling some s~>ctions of courses in evenings or on weekends 24 23 1
Allowing studenta to apply credit trwards program requirements

in the department by successful examiiation via special
examinations administered by the department 21 26 1

(continued)
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Table 7, continued

Maiotaining a good referral petwork with remedial programs
elsewhere on campus

Allowing studeats to develop tndividualized courses of study
vhich meet the requirements of sape programs in the department

Having readily available information on student reteation rates
in the department

Making it possible for students to accomplish requirements for
some programs in the department after 4 p.0i. or on weekends

Making some effort, formal or ioformal, to attract adult studeats

Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements
in the department by successful examination via Educational
Testing Service’s College-Level Examinatica Program (C! ZP)

Addressing, as part of or in addition to the departments ongoing
faculty discussions, the topic of student learuning styles

Allowing students to apply credit rowards program requirements
via successful examination via College Entrance Examination
Board“s Advanced Placement Program (CEEB/AP)

Making advising, 1f offered in the department, available in
evenings or on weekends

Collecting information agbout the reasons studeats drop out of
the department

Offering one or more of the department”s traditional, on~-campus
courses at off-campus locations

Avarding credit toward degrees for demonstrable, college-level
learniug acquired outside a higgher education institution, other
than that described ia questions 2 [credit by examination] and 3
[credit by equivalency]

Making it possible for some part-time studer.s to accomplish
requirements for some programs within the usual 10~-semester limit

Offering advising, a workshop, or other assistance to studeats
in developing portfolios or other appropriate documentation
for evaluating such learning [college-level learning acquired
outside a higher education institution]

Offering remedial courses or programs for improvement of basic
knowledge or skills

Designing departmental brochures to reflect a desire to have
age diversity among undergraduates

Making advising, i{f offered in tte department, available off campus
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Table 7, continued

Is this your departmeut s

Practice?
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Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements in
the department by successful examination via American College
Testing’s Proficiency Examination Program (PEP) 7 30 1 10
Offering an entire program in the department at off-campus locations 6 41 1
Maint.ining a peer assistance program for srudents (including
adult students) in academic difficulty 6 39 2 1
Offering one or more of the department s traditional, on-campus
courses through radio, telecommunications, computer—assisted or
other mediated format 5 42 1
Making remedial courses or programs, if offered by the department,
available in evenings or on weekends 5 38 1 4
available in computer—assisted or other media format 5 36 1 6
Offering an entire program in the department through radio,
telecommunications, computer-assisted or other mediated format 3 43 2
Recogunizing, through the faculty reward system, effort specifi-
cally simed toward teaching (or otherwise serving) adult students 3 44 1
Offering an entire program in the department through independent
study 1 46 1
Allowing students to apply credit towards a degree program in the
department through the equival:ncy procedures of
National Guide to the Evaluation of Education “xperiences
io che Armed Forces (American Council on Education) 1 35 2 10
Narional Luide to Educational Credit for Training Programs
{american Council on Education) 1 35 2 10
New York Regents” Guide to Educational Programs in Non-
collegiate Organizations... 1 36 1 10
Making remedial courses or programs, if offered by the department,
available off campus 1 41 1 1 4
Offering one or more of the de'.artment’s traditional, on~campus
courses through correspondence study Y | 3
Offering an entire program in the department through correspondence
study 47 1
Sponsoring or participating in a workshop or other learning ex-
perience for staff members who rourinely work with students, to
help them understand the needs of adult students and their possible
role in meeting those needs 46 2
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Table 8
Usage by Faculty (n=91)
of Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes" Responses

Practices Listed in Instrument

Supervising an independent study course

Advising students about possible course substitutions, special
examinations administered by departments, and/or other ways
of making the curriculum more flexible

When deciding how to respond to an adult student seeking your
permission to enroll in one of your courses, giving positive
consideration to his/her exper.ence

Varying your mode of delivery (for example, lecture, discus-
sion, peer teaching, hands-on work) according to the evidence
you see of various lea.aing preferences in a particular class

Designing or revising one or more courses in ways which

allow you to vary your role (for example, from subject-matter
specialist to resource person to nentor), depending on the
needs of a particular student group

allow you to vary the amount of structure you provide (e.g.,
organization of matersal, number of guidelines and requirements),
depending on the needs of a particular class

Teaching a course which allows a student to develop an
individualized learning contract or pursue a special topic of
his/her choice

Teaching a course with an experiential learning component (such
as field experience, internship, practicum, studio work,
cooperative arrangement)

When deciding how to respond to an adult student seeking your
permission to enroll in one of your courses, giving positive
consideration to his/her age

Being available for advising appointments outside weekday,
daytime hours

Helping adult students plan individualized majors or program
components where appropriate and feasible

Teaching an interdisciplinary course (alone or as part of a team)

Serving as a spons.r, evaluator, or indepenaent-study super-
visor for one or more University Without Walls students

Designing or revising one or more courses in ways which build
on or incovporate life experiences of students
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Table 8, continu=d

Teaching a regular, departmental course outside traditional
weekday, daylight-hour time periods

Teaching a competency-based course (i.e., one having
specific, stated learnng outcomes other than any already
covered in Question 7)

Teaching a course offered through the Division of Continuing
Education which was initiated by your or your department

Helping a student develop a portfolio document ing college-level
learning acquired in settings other than higher education
institutions

Advising students at off-campus locations

Teaching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students
in credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in

business or industry
governmental agencies

Participating, during a professional conference at the
national or regional level, in a session focused on, or in-
clu”’ing information about, how college students in general learn

Participating in a local workshop, seminar, or other organized
discussion de¢signed to broaden faculty knowledge about [how
college srudents learn, learning needs/preferences of adult
coilege srudents, assessment of student cutcomes)

Teaching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students

in credit or non-credit settings outside the university in
other groups or agencies [than those listed in la-1d])

Teaching a course at an off-campus location

Participating, during a professional conference at the national
or regional level, in a session focused on, or including infor-
mation about, assessment of student outcomes

Teaching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students in
credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in

human service agencies

Undertaking research or service activities which have adult
students as a focus

Undertaking special reading about adult college students
Teaching a course offered through the Division of Continuing

Education which was initiated by student demand through Con-
tinuing Education (i.e., a "response” course)
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Table 8, continued
Is this your practice?
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Participating, during a professional conference at the national
or regional level, in a session focused on, or including infor-
sation about, learning needs and preferences of adult college
students in particular 8 80 3
Teaching, advising, or otherwise working with adult students in
credit or non-credit settings outside the university, in
continuing education units of other colleges or universities 8 76 1 6
Leading national, regional, or local efforts related to adult
learning or adult learners (this category can include staff
training for University employees) 779 1 4
Teaching a course through correspondence study 1 86 2 2
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Table 9
Usage in Advising Units and by *Tudividual Advisors (n=49)
of Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes” Responses

Is this your advising
unit’s practice? *Is
this your practice?

Practices Listed in Instrument

Rarely

Conditional Yes
Blank

Other Comment

Yes
No

Providing information to advisees about other sources of
academic advising at UMass 49

Providing infoi,.ation to advisees about programs of personal
and career counseling available elsewhere on campus 48 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of
instruction which are alternatives to campus—based courses
and programs, such as independent study 46 4 1

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general
categories of

demographic data (name, address, telephone) 46 5

student descriptive data [e.g., average number of credits
per term, class status..., status at time of enrollment, full-
or part-time status, degree rbjective, nond2gree objective] 4G 4 1

*Advisging students about possible course substitutions, special
examinations administered by departments..., or other methods
of making the University curriculum more flexible 44 3 2

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general

category of data on previous learning experience [g;g;.,

transfer credit, credit by examination, credit by equivalency, and

credit via portfolio development] . 43 5 1

*Encouraging and helping stude ts to plan individualized ma jors
or program components where appropriate and feasible 43 5 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in~
struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as

courses offered through the Division of Continuing Education 42 5 2
intcrdisciolinary courses 42 5 1 1
Collecting information about the unit”s advisees in tne general
category of student progress data [e.g.., grade puint

averare, time required to complete degree, dropout (no return)
status, stopout (drop out and return) status} 42 6 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in-

struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and

programs, such as courses containing experiential-learning

components (such as field experiences, internships, practica,

studio work, cooperative arrangements, etc.) 40 8 1

(continued)
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Table 9
Usage in Advising Units and by *Tudividual Advisors (n=49)
of Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According to Number of "Yes” Responses

Is this your advising
unit’s practice? *Is
this your practice?

Practices Listed in Instrument

Rarely

Conditional Yes
Blank

Other Comment

Yes
No

Providing information to advisees about other sources of
academic advising at UMass 49

Providing infoi,.ation to advisees about programs of personal
and career counseling available elsewhere on campus 48 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of
instruction which are alternatives to campus—based courses
and programs, such as independent study 46 4 1

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general
categories of

demographic data (name, address, telephone) 46 5

student descriptive data [e.g., average number of credits
per term, class status..., status at time of enrollment, full-
or part-time status, degree rbjective, nond2gree objective] 4G 4 1

*Advisging students about possible course substitutions, special
examinations administered by departments..., or other methods
of making the University curriculum more flexible 44 3 2

Collecting information about the unit’s advisees in the general

category of data on previous learning experience [g;g;.,

transfer credit, credit by examination, credit by equivalency, and

credit via portfolio development] . 43 5 1

*Encouraging and helping stude ts to plan individualized ma jors
or program components where appropriate and feasible 43 5 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in~
struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as

courses offered through the Division of Continuing Education 42 5 2
intcrdisciolinary courses 42 5 1 1
Collecting information about the unit”s advisees in tne general
category of student progress data [e.g.., grade puint

averare, time required to complete degree, dropout (no return)
status, stopout (drop out and return) status} 42 6 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of in-

struction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and

programs, such as courses containing experiential-learning

components (such as field experiences, internships, practica,

studio work, cooperative arrangements, etc.) 40 8 1
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Table 9, continued

Is this your advising
unit“s practice? *Ila
this *our practice?

Yes

No

Rarely
Conditional Yes
Other Comment
Blank

Designing the academic advising program to consider the age, ex-

perience, needs, and interests of adult students (in addition
to, or along with, those of traditional-age students) 38 11

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibility of
earning credit b, examination through Educational Testing
Service’s College-Level Entrance Examination Program (CLEP) 34 13 1 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of
instruction which are alterna' ives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as off-campus :~ograms 3 11 1 2 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibility of
earning credit by examination through special -raminations
administered by departments 33 15 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of
instruction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as course. offered by University without Walls 33 13 1 1 1

Collecting data about t e unit’s advisees in the general

category of academic needs data [5;5;., needs for academic

support (such as reme lal writing), preferred class schedule,

preferred learning modes (lecture, independent study, field

experiences)]) 33 15 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibil.ty of
earning credit by examination through College Entrance Exami-
nation Board"s Advanced Placement Program (CEEB/AP) 28 18 1 2

Collecting informatir~ about the ynit"s advisees i. general
categorin~s of

personal needs data [e.g.., use of support services,
vocational or career choice, child care use or needs,
financial needs, and othei personal needs) 18 29 ) 1

socioeconomic data [e.g.., age, gender, ethnic background,
marital status, number of dependent children, income] 17 32

Advising students, where appropriate, about the possibility of
earning credit by examination through American College Testing's
Proficiency Examination (PEP) 14 28 3 4

Having some persons in your advising unit who have undergone

training or done special reading pertainiug to the advising of

adults (i.e., in assessing academic needs and planning pro-

grams .n light of adult life experience and gituations) 13 35 1

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes ~f
instruction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as corresponuence study 17 34 1 1

*Undertaking special reacing about adult college students 13 33 1 2
. (continued)

151 -

133




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 9, continued

Advising adult students about the possibility of earning credit

through the equivalency nrocedures of National fGuide to the
Evaluation of Education Experiences in the Armed Forces
(American Council on Education)

Making some part of the academic advising program available in
evenings or on weekends

Collecting information about the unit“s advisees in the general
category of other situatioral data [than that listed in 1-7],
such as emplover name and address

Advising adult students about the possibility of earning credit
through the equivalency proceduces of National Guide to
Educational Credit for Training Programs (American Council on
Education)

*Taking a leadership role in encouraging or causing other
advisors to broaden their knowledge of adult learning cr adult
learners

Making some part of the academic advising program available at
off-campus locations

*Participating in a workshop or other formal learniu; experience
designed to broaden academic advisors” knowledge of adult
learning or adult learners

Advising adult students ab-at the possibility of earning credit
through the equivalency procedures of New York Regents” Guide
to Educational Programs in Noncollegiate Organizations...

Advising students, where appropriate, about possible modes of
instruction which are alternatives to campus-based courses and
programs, such as courses available through radio, telecommuni-
cations, computerized or other mediated format

Using computer—assisted academic advising, such as SIGI,
DISCOVER, or othir similar software, for adult students

3EST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 10
Usage by Support-Service Units, Division of Continuing Education,
and University Without Walls
of Selected Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates,
Ranked According tu Percentage of "Yes" Responses

Is this your unit”s practice?

Practices n % "Yes" DCE UwW

Coordinating some services with cther campus support
units which include adult students in their
cllentele 14% 100 Yes®* Yest®

Collecting information about the adult students served
by the unit, in the general category of demographic
data (name, address, phone) 8 100 Yes Yes

Including information about academic program alterna-
tives and requirements in orientation activities which
include or are available to adult students 7 100 Yes Yes

Providing information to advisees about other sources
of academic advising at UMass 6 100 Yes Yes

Providing information to advisees about programs of
personal and career counseling elscwhere on campus 6 100 Yes Yes

Having some persons in your unit who have undergone
training or done special reading pertaining to the
advising of adults 6 100 Yes Yes

Undergoing self-study in the unit to identify academic
support services needed by students (including adult
students) 6 100 Yes Yes

Includ: .g attention to professional, vocatiomal, and
life plans and aspirations in orientation activities
which include or are available to adult students 8 88 Yes Yes

Collecting information about the adult studeats served
by the unit, in the general categories of

socioeconomic data (e.g., age, gender, ethnic
background, marital status, number of dependent
children, income) 7 86 Yes Yes

academic needs data (e.g., needs for academic sup-
port such as remedial writing, preferred class
schedule, preferred learning modes...) 7 86 Yes No

Informing studeats enrolled in the University wWithout
Walls about your support services 12 83 Yes N/A

Collecting information about the adult studeunts swrved

by the unit, in the general category of personal needs

data [e.g., use of support services, vocational or

carecr choice, child care use or needs, financial needs] 6 83 No No

Keeping appropriate records . -cerning adult students
who have graduated 6 83 Yes Yes

(continucd)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 10, continued

Is this your unit’s practice?

Practices n 2 “Yes” DCE UWW
Coordinating some services with University without Walls 13 77 Yes N/A
Encouraging one or more unit staff to serve on com-
nittees or advisory groups which deal with the
concerns of adult students 16 75 Yes Yes
Implementing or planning a needs assessment which in-
cludes actention to opinions of curreat adult students
about presently available programs and services 8 75 Yes Yes
about programs and services not presently provided 8 75 Yes ies
Coordinating some services with the Division of
Continuing Education 14 71 N/A  Yes
Encouraging one or more unit staff to undergo training .
or do special reading pertaining to services for adults 13 69 Yes Yes
Including information about student services in orien~
tation activities which include or are available to
adult students 6 67 Yes Yes
Informing students earolled in continuing education
programs about your support services 14 64 N/A  No
Establishing or maint2ining a newsletter or other pub—
ication which provides information of special iaterest
to adult studeats 13 62 Yes Yes
. Establishing or maintaining a mechanism for gathering
‘information from adult students to identify needed
campus services 15 60 Yes Yes
Instituting ~r maintaining a peer assistance program
for students (including adult students) in academic
difficuley 6 33 Yes No
Opening non-library learning resource centers in
evenings and on weekends 9 33 Yes Yes
Exploring the possibility of creating an office for
directing and/or coordinating progrars and services
for adult students N 7 Yes Yes

*Units contributed Yes/No~codable responses to the 26 items as follows: DCE, 24; UWW, 24;
Everywoman“s Center, 24; Center for Counseling and Academic Development, 21; Handicapped
Student Affairs, 16; Office of the Registrar, 16; Communication Skills Center, 15; New

Studeats Program, 15; Student Affairs Research and Evaluation Office, 14; University

Pla emeant Services, 13; Student Activities, 13; Undergraduate Admissions, 12; University
Internship Program, 12; Collegiate Committee for the Education of Black and Other Minority
Students, 11; Financial Aid Office, 10; Commuter Area Governmentr, 10; Office for Coopera-

tive Educatiom, 10; Bilingual Collegiate Program, 9; Student Government Association, 7;

Child Care Services, 6; Campus Parking, 5; Admissions/Transfer Affairs, 3; University
Houslng Services, 3; Uni-ersity Library, 3; University Mental Health Services, 0; Ve-

terans” Assistance and Counseling Services, 0 (not interviewed).
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(It should be noted that although imstructioms to survey partici-
pants clearly specified that the study’s focus was on practices used

with adult undergracduates, it is possible that some respondents,

especially those in units serving large proportions of graduate stu~
dents, were influenced in their choicas of usage responses by the
prevalence in rheir urits” normal routines of practices used with the

graduate-student population. See Hindsights, Appendix F, for addi-

tional comment om this factor.)
In the next text section, proponence and usage will be com-
pared according to various characteristics of respondents.

Proponence and Usage According to
Characteristics of Three Respondent Groups

Findings in this section and the two following sections are pre-
sented so that they answer the research question, How do proponence
for, and usage of, practices effective in serving adults vary according
to certain characteristics of respondent groups? Unit heads are the
focus group in this section, faculty in the following sectiom, and
academic advisors in the third section.

Certain aspects of the preparation and analysis of the data apply
to all three sections. Whereas preceding parts of the chapter treated
proponence and usage individually, with separate sets of tables for
each, the following discussion treats proponence alongside usage. The
figures reported are percentages rather than numbers of respondents who
zaswered "Yes" to “"Are you a proponent of this practice?" and "Is this

your [unit]”s practice?" The term proponence score is the label for

the former quantity, usage score the term for the latter.




The difference between a reported percentage figure and 100% gene-

rally can be assumed to represent the "No" response. However, as shown
earlier, some responses were coded "Rarely," "Conditional," "Other
Comment," or "Blank." For some iters in the unit-head and aavisor
Instruments, the nature of nontypical response, particularly "Other
Comment,” is noteworthy, and will be mentioned for its influcnce on
recommendations.

Variation in proponence and usage is frequently broad within and
acrose subgroups. Sometimes proponence and usage for individual prac-
tices seem, upon visual inspection of percentage figures in tables, to
be arithmetically different but are not identified as statistically
different. The reasons are that variation within a r .spondent group is
too broad or that comparison-group sizes are too small for differences
to be detected by the chosen statistical procedures.

Statistical comparisons were undertaken using the computerized

ONEWAY analysis of variance routine selected from Statistical Fackage

for the Social Sciences (Nie et al., 1975, pp. 422-428). The chosen

significance level is .05. So that subgroups of greatest influence on
significant differences in scores could be pinpointed, comparicons
involving three or more subgroups were subjected to the Student-Neuman-
Keuls procedure, third most powerful among seven a posteriori tests
available in the ONEWAY routine (p. 427).

The order »f presentation of outcomes is as follows: Following
brief descriptions of the survey instrument and the resvond :nt group,
some preliminary observations are offered from visual inspection of
proponence and usage scores. Then outcomes of statistical analysis
across aggregations of respondent data are summarized. At several
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points observations are made about unusual relationships occuring where
more predictable ones might have been expected.

Appropriace tables are grouped together and inserted following the
respondent-group section to which they pertain. Significantly dif-
fering scores are marked via a system of rectangles and underscoring
which is described fully under Data Analysis and Display at the end of
Chapter III. In the text, relatjonships of subgroups differing signi-
ficantly are reported in "higher” and "lower" terms. Items of practice
are abbreviated in Tables 11-20; complete wording can be found in
Tables 3-10.

Proponence and Usage According
to Unit-Head Characteristics

Unit heads were asked to respond to 47 items of practice grouped
under five hcadingr Course Delivery Practices, Academic Program Iifor-
mation and Deilvery Practices, Credit Evaluation Practices, Practices
Concerning Academic Performance, and Faculty and Staff Development
Practices.

Forty-eight unit heads, 41 male and 7 female, provided usable
responses to the instrument. Twenty-three are department chairs; 19,
department heads; 3, division chairs; and 3, division directors. Their
school, college, and faculty affiliations are listed in the response-
rate report at the beginning of this chapter and in Table 11. Males
are slightly underrepresented in comparison to females, as are depart-
ment heads in comparison to department chairs, and as are unit heads in
Natural Sciences and Mathematics and the School of Management in compa-

rison to the seven other organizational units.
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Unit heads are, on the average, proponents of 60% of the named
practices, nearly twice as many practices as are in normal use in their
d.partments and divisions (see whole-group total scores, Table 11).
These bottom-line measures are by themselves inadequate for answering
the research questica, however, because there is enormous range across
units and items. As one illustration, the rangé of total proponence
scores across the first aggregation of data (school, college, and
faculty affiliation) is nearly 50 percentage points. Extremes are
found in the specifics, too: Proponence for individual practices ranges
from 0 to 1002, and usage from nonexistent to nearly iiversal.

The three types of aggregation for which results of data analysis
are reported here include school-college-faculty affiliation, adult-

enrollment cluster, and gender of unit head. Subgroup sizes, propo-

nence scores, and usage scores are presented by school, college, and
faculty affiliation in Table 11, by adult-enrollment cluster in Table

12, and by unit-head gender in Table 13.

School, College, and Faculty Affiliaticn

Reflecting the overall pattern already cited, the nine school~
college~faculty subgroups of unit heads are proponents of more prac~
tices in all categories than are normally utilized in their academic
units. Academic Performance Practices, as a group, have more propo-
nents, on the average, than do the other four categories of practices,
while Course Delivery Practices have more usage in the university than
do those in the other four categories. Across the spectrum, variation
in proponence is generally greater than variation in usage.

Education unit heads” sectional scores are consistently highest on

the proponence side of all five sections, and highest on the usage side
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in four. Health Sciences unit heads place relatively high in propo-
nence, less high in usage. Statistical comparison reveals that the
Education unit heads” proponence score, at the total-instrument level,
is significantly higher than those of all of the other school-college-
faculty unit-head subgroups excep: Health Sciences. In the same order
but less broadly, the total pruponence score of HSC unit heads is
significantly higher than the scores of Humanities and Fine Arts and of
Social and Behavioral Sciences unit heads.

At the other extreme in relationships are Social and Behavioral
Sciences unit heads, whose total proponence score was identified as
significantly lower than those of the other eight unit-head subgroups.
Corre:sponding significant differences between SBS” and others” total
usage scores were not found.

Section I: Ccurse Delirery Practices. The seven delivery modes,

when considered as a set characterized by section subtotal scores,
appear to find favor with fully two-thirds of unit heads and usage in
40% of possible places. But no significant differences were revealed
in section subtotals across school-college-faculty subgroups, because
variation within subgroups ana from item to item is considerable.

For some delivery modes, proponence rcughly matches usage. One of
those matches is at the "low" end: Corresyondence study has few propo-
nents and no usage in the school-college-faculty units represented in
the survey. Other matches are at the "higher" end: Fairly widespread
usage corresponde roughly to the extent of unit-head proporence con~
cerning the offering of courses via independent study and the offering

of courses rhrough the Division of Continuing Education. Engineering
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has significantly higher usage scores than certain other units concern-
ing off-campus programming and media-based delivery modes.

Section II: Academic Program Information and Delivery Practices.

The first four items in this section are respomsible for pulling down
the section”s subtotal scores. They describe applications to entire
programs of the alternative delivery modes which were applied in Sec-

tion I to single courses: correspondence study, independent study, off-

campus scheduling, and media-based formats. B3oth pioponence and usage
scores, whether they were high or low at the single-course level,
plummet at the entire-program level. Education and Engineering are
significantly higher than most other units in usage of independent
study and media-based formats, respectively, to deliver whole programs.
(See Hindsights, Aﬁpendix F, for comments on EDU and ENé usage scores.)

Other significant differences between Education and various other
units concern making possible the completion of come programs by part-
time students (a) within the 10-semester limit and (b) outside daytime,
weekday hours. Ju both cases EDU urit heads” scores are higher, coctri-
buting to the cumulative variation reflscted in the EDU subtotal score,
which is significantly higher than the scores of several other units.

The zero proponence scores of Management and Physical Education
unit heads for making individualized courses of study possible are
significantly lower than the scores of two and seven other units,
respectively. This finding is offered with caution, however, because
MGT is somewhat underrepresented in respondent data in comparison to
other units.

Section III: Credit Evaluation Practices. Table 11°s display of

proponence and usage scores for 14 credit evaluation practices is
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startling, because zero scores and 100% scores are both numerous. A
closer look reveals this pattern: Scores are generally high for conven-
tional practices such as awarding value equivalent to resident, day-
course éredit for incoming credits from (a) other institutions” day
programs and (b, c) continuing education programs here and elsewhere.
In contrast, proponence scores are a mixture of high and low, and usage
scores are generally low, for practices of awarding credit via three

kinds of standardized examinations (CLEP, PEP, CEEB/AP) and via equiva-

lency procedures described in three specific guides (dealing with
military education and cther training acquired outside higher education
institutions).

At this point some consideration of unusual and missing response

is appropriate. While much of the non-affirmative respomse concerning

these six credit-award items is indeed unambiguous "No," from 15% to
29% of possible proponence response and from 13% to 25% of possible
usage response consists of (a) comments indicating unfamiliarity with,
or uncertainty about, the six practices, and (b) failures to respond
(blanks). Despite the incompleteness of data from other units in these
areas, the 100X proponence scores of Education unit heads for the six
practices are statistically higher than thuse of most sther units.

The cumulative proponence of both Education and Health Sciences
unit heads in Section III is again reflected in their subtotal scores.
Although HSC"s position across the items is less evident in Table 11,
the subtotal scores of HSC and ETU unit heads are cignificantly higher
than proponence subtotals of seven and four other units, respectively.

Section IV: Practices Concerning Academic Performance. In Section

IV of Tuble 11, 1002 figures ror various academic-performance practices
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are generously sprinkled across the proponence side, interrupted only
by lines of lesser proponence figures for off-campus and after-liours

advising and for various remedial-program formats. Following the in-

strument-wide pattern, usage scores are generally lower than corres-

ponding proponence scores, exc ~t for departmental academic advising,
which appears to be almost universally used in the units represented.
(The almost was an unexpected qualifier.)

Significant differences are nearly nonexistent in the Academic
Performance Practices section. Only one finding encompasses mos. of
the subgroups: T... score of Engineering unit heads for usage of peer
assistance programs is significantly higher than the scores of all but

Health Sciences.

Section V: Faculty and Staff Development Practices. The set of

four personnel practices effective in serving adul*s is the smallest of
the five secticns of the instrument. These items elicited little in
the way of significant variation in proponence or usage across school,
college, aud faculty subgroups.

Some insight can be gai »d from the data, however. Visual inspec-
tion of subtotal scores reveals that the disparity between proponence
and usage is greatest in this section. The extreme of this disparity
is in spomnsorship of, or participation in, staff training designed to
improve service to adult students: Unit-head proponence for this prac-
tice ranges from 33% to 100% and is present in all but the MGT sub-

group, but no reports of usage were tallied.




Adult-Enrollment Cluster

The nine school-college-faculty cells into which dzta were sorted
for the preceding portion of this report were regrouped into three
clusters according to the average percentages of adult undergraduates
enrolled in the spr°.g 1987 remester. This compression produced a 5%
cluster (FNR + SBS + PHE + MGT = 20 unit heads), a 10% cluster (HFA +
NSM + ENG = 22 unit heads), and a 15% cluster (EDU + HSC = 6 unit
heads). The focus of the regrouping is on examining unit heads” propo-~
nence and usage according to the adult enrollment in their units.

The clustering process had three interesting kinds of effects: It
strengthened some findings already extracted in the nine-subgroup for-
mat; this result was somewhat anticipated on the theoretical grounds
that the power of an analysis of variance to detect differences in-
creases as comparison groups increase in size and, to a point, as they
decrease in number. The clustering process also allowed numerous new
findings to emerge, and, less predictably, obscured a few earlier
observations. Following a summary of total and subtotal scores in the
new configuration, this section is structured according to the three
effects of regrouping data.

A look at sectionmal subtotals and the grand totsl in Table 12
shows that at all of the summary points except two--propcnence for
Course Delivery Practices and usage of Academic Performance Practices
--units heads in the 15% cluster score significantly higher than unit
heads in the 10% and 5% clusters. While a closer focus is still needed
to trace the accumulating variation across individua; items of prac-
tice, the general notion that the 15% cluster of unit heads predomi-

nates in both proponence and usage is established at the summary level.
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Here too, more clearly than before, the pattern that proponence outdis-
tances usage is evident. Across the three clusters, the proponence-
usage gap is narrowest for Credit Evaluation Practices, widest for
Faculty and Staff Development Practices.

Strengthened Findings. Two previous findings in particular were

strengthened when nine subgroups were compressed into three: When usage
figures of HSC and EDU units are summed as the 15% cluster, significant
differences emerge between that cluster and the 10% and 5% clusters
concerning making possible program completion by part-timers within the
10-semester limit and outside daytime, woekday hours. In both cases,
unit heads in the 15% cluster score significantly higher than those in
the 10% and 5% clusters.

Proponence and usage for three credit-by-examination practices and
proponence alone for three credit-by- quivalency practices (the six
items described earlier as "unfamiliar" to numerous respondents) are
more clearly concentrated in uanits serving greater proportions of advlt
students. For most of the six practices, the scores of unit heads in
the 15% cluster are significantly higher than scores of those in the
10%Z and 5% clusters. For two of the six practices, unit heads in the
10% cluster score significantly higher than those in the 5% cluster.

New Find'ngs. Several findings not detected when data were ar-

rayed in nine subgrou;s emerged from the three-cluster format. Gene-
rally, the pattern prevails that the 15% cluster has the significantly
higher score. Of considerable interest are findings in the academic—
performance and personnel-development sections, where significant
variation was sparse under the nine-cell aggregation. Here are found
differences in proponence for and usage of off-campus advising; in
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proponence for rewarding faculty who work with adults; in proponence
for sponsoring or participating in staff training designed to improve
service to adult students; and in proponence for remedial programs in
after-hours and off-campus settings. (Findings concerning the two
remedial-program alternatives would perhaps have carried more weight
had the items attracted more attention from respondents; nearly one-
sixth of unit heads failed to respond to these items or wrote comments
classifiable as neither clearly affirmative nor clearly negative.)

Two new findings on the usage side in the program information and
delivery section also fit the pattern of dominance of the units enrcl-
ling an average of 152 adult students. The two practices of interest
are (a) designing brochures to reflect age diversity s desirable and
(b) making efforts to attract adults.

In two departures from the established patterr, the proponeace
score of che 5% cluster of unit heads is significantly different higher
than the 10% cluster”s score for off-campus adv_sing and for collecting
reasons students drop out of departmental programs.

Obscured Findings. A few earlier results hecame less clear when

nine subgroups were reduced to three. The significant variation in
proponence for a..ern¢r-e delivery modes which was noted in the school-
college-faculty aggregation "disappeared," statistically at least, when
three clus+-ers were compared. (Tables 11 and 1% illustrate the dif-~
ferences.)

Inviting the greatest confusion, perhaps, is the area of propo-
nence for allowing students to Jevelop individualized courses of study.

When arrayed across nine subgroups, proporence scores for this practice

lie in a 0-100% range, with scores of EDU and HSC unit heads signifi~
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cantly higher than others. As the 15% cluster, EDU/HSC is no longer

statistically identified as the higher scorer, although on visual
inspection it would appear to be in that position. Attention is called
to the 10%Z cluster of unit heads, whose proponence and usage scores for
individualized courses of study are significantly higher than those in
the 5% cluster.

Any potential confusion fostered by the compression of data into
fewer categories is outweighed by the number of additional findings and

the greater gemeralizability made possible by the second analysis.

Gender
Aggregating respondent data according to gender prodrced subgroups

of greatly umequel size: 41 males and seven females. Theoreticslly,

this meaas that in tests for significant differences a female subgroup
score must be appreciably different from the male subgroup score in
order to be identified as significantly different. There are few - ch
distances; thus Table 13 has almost no symbols markirg significant
differences in proponence or usage among male and female unit head:.

Among those few, two are interesting, ome because it has not pre-
viously been nighlighted as a locus of variation. The usage scores of
female unit heads, as a group, are significantly higher than male unit
heads” scores for (a) the inclusion of the topic of student learning
styles in faculty discussion agendas; and (b) the provision of evening/
weekend advising. Significant diflerences in scores representing usage
of rhree credit~by~equivalency procedures also place female units in
the higher-scoring position. However, given the n. mber of usable

findings from other amilyses, comparing zero scores (male subgroup)

with other very low scores (female subgroup) seems trivial.
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Table 11
Proponence and Usage of Unit Heads (n=48)
According to School, College, and Faculty Affiliation

PROPONENCE USAGE
("Are you a proponent of this practice?") ("Is this your department s practice?")

HFA NSM S8S EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM S8 EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 13 5 6 3 4 3 3 2 3 48 13 5 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48

SECTION 1: Course Delivery Practices

Corresp courses 7.7 0 0 66.7 0 11.1 0 0 33.3 {10.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

I lep study courses 76.9 100.0 66.7 100.0 =50.0 88.9 66.7 50.0 66.7 |77.1 69.2 80.0 66.7 uwo.7 50.0 66.7 33.3 50.0 33.3}62.5

Of f-campus courses 69.2 40.0 16.7 100.0 75.0 B88.9 66.7 50.0 66.7 [64.6 || 7.7 40.0 o 66.7 [75.0] O 33.3 50.0 33.3|22.9
= Medla dellv courses  53.8 :00.0 [0 J100.0 75.0 8.9 66.7 100.0 66.7 |66.7 [ 7.7 2000 o o [55.0] o o o 0 104
5 2.0 202 - D2 =2 L2220 2 2 2 2 A

Fewer/longer classes 84,6 80.0 83.3 100.0 50.0 77.8 100.0 100.0 66.7 [81.3 || 84.6 60.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 44.4 66.7 0  66.7 j0l.5

Eve/weekend courses 92.3 60.0 83.3 100.0 25.0 88.9 100.0 100.0 66.7 |81.3 61.5 60.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 22.2 66.7 50.0 O 50.0

Con Ed courses 92.3 100.0 83.3 100.0 75.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 66.7 | B5.4 92.3 100.0 B83.3 100.0 100.0 (6.7 100.C 100.0 66.7 | 87.5

SECTION SUBTOTALS 68.1 68.6 47.6 95.2 50.0 73.0 71.4 71.4 61.9]66.7 46.2 51.4 35,7 61.9 57.1 28.6 42.9 35.7 28.6}42.3

SECTION 1I: Academic Program Information and Delivery Practices

—- T
Corresp prograns 0 0 0 333 0 11 0 0 0 | 4.2 ©o o o o o ©0o 0 0 of o
Indep study progs 77 0 o0 333 o o o o o]42f o o o033 0 o o o 0] 21
Of f-campus progs 154 0 16.7 6.7 25.0 33.3 33.3 50.0 0 [22.9 77 o0 0 33.3 5.0 1.1 0 5.0 0 [12.5
Media deliv progs 7.1 0 0 66.7 50.0 11.1 66.7 50.0 O |18.8f 7.7 O 0 O o o 0o 0] 63
10-sen. completion  61.5 40.0 33.3 100.0 ©0 66.7 66.7 50.0 33.3]52.1 [l 15.4 20.0 0 [100.0] © 11.1 e6.7 s0.0 0 [20.8

(continued)
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Table 11,

cont inued PROPONENCE USAGE
HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 13 5 6 3 L 9 3 2 3 48 13 5 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48

Eve/wknd completion  46.2 60.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 44.4 100.0 100.0 33.3 [56.3 || 23.1 40.0 o [100.0] 25.0 22.2 66.7 o o l2s.1

Indiv°z’d courses 84.6 100.0 66.7 100.0 75.0 77.8 100.0 }o 1 [0])[75.0 || 46.2 60.0 33.3100.0 50.0 22.2 33.3 0 0 |39.6

Brochures:structure 92.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |97.9 69.2 100.0 100.0 33.3 75.0 66.7 66.7 100.0 100.0 | 77.1

Brochures:age 69.2 60.0 83.3 100.0 50.0 77.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 [77.1 | 7.7 o 16.7 66.7 25.0 11.1 6.7 0 33.3]18.8
Attract adults 61.5 80.0 3.3 100.0 100.0 88.9 100.0 50.0 66.7 [79.2 || 23.1 0 33.3 66.7 25.0 22.2 66.7 50.0 O |27.1
SECTION SUBTOTALS 44.6 44.0 43.3 80.0 45.0 51.1 66.7 50.0 33.3 |48.8 {| 20.0 22.0 18.3 [53.3]30.0 16.7 36.7 25.0 13.3|23.1

______________________________________________________ sl W s s e e e T T TR

SECTION III: Credi. Evaluation Practices

-

» - T
UMass Con Ed credit 76.9 100.0 83.3 100.0 75.0 88.9 100.0 100.0 66.7 [85.4 76.9 80.0 83.3 1000 75.0 77.8 66.7 100.0 66.7 |79.2
Day progs, other u’s 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |97.9 [{100.0 80.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ;95.8
Con Ed, other u’s 69.2 60.0 83.3 100.0 50.0 88.9 100.0 50.0 100.0 {77.1 69.2 80.0 83.3 100.0 75.0 77.8 100.0 50.0 100.0 |79.2
CLEP exams 38.5 6u.0 O o 33.3 100.0 50.0 0 |37.5 30.8 40.0 0 66.7 0 22.2 66.7 50.0 0 127.1
PEP exans 15.4 40.0 o fioo.0] o 222 66.7 o 0 |22.9 || 154 2000 0 667 0 111 333 0 0 146
CEEB/AP exanms 46.2 80.0 _0_ 0 33.3 66.7 0 0 |37.5 38.5 60.0 0 66.7 0 11.1 33.3 0 0 25.0
Dept exams 69.2 100.0 33.3 100.0 25.0 77.8 100.0 50.0 66.7 |68.8 53.8 60.0 16.7 66.7 25.0 44.4 66.7 50.0 0 43.8
Military equiv’cy _0- .0_ -0_ 10n.0 _0_ :1:1_3_ _&3 .(_)- .(_)- 14.6 0 20.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.1
Training equiv’cy I 0 333 333 0 0 (4.6 0 20 0 ] ] ] ] ] ] 2.1
Regents’ exams o o o0 f[woo] o 333 333 o o |16 0 200 0 o0 0 0 0 0 0| 2.
Other credit 46.2 40.0 O 75.0 22.2 100.0 0 33.3 |41.7 23.1 0 0 66.7 75.0 11.1 33.3 50.0 0 |22.9

(continued)
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Table 11, PROPONENCE USAGE
continued HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
. N= 13 : 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48 13 5 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48
Portfolio prep 53.8 40.0 16.7 100.7 75.0 55.6 100.0 50.0 33.3]|54.2 § 23.1 0 16.7 66.7 25.0 11.1 23.3 50.0 0 [20.8
SECTION SUBTOTALS 42.9 51.7 25.0[100.0) 23.3 51.9777.6) 3.3 33.3]47.2 | 35.9 40.0 23.6 58.3 31.3 30.6 44.b 37.5 22.2 |34.5
SECTION 1V: Practices Concerning Academic Performance |
Advising in dept 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0{100.0 { 100.C 80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |97.9
Advising referral 100.0 100.0 100.0 1¢J.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 [66.7] 57.9 | 84.6 80.0 66.7 100.0 25.0 66.7 100.0 0 66.7 [70.8
Eve/weekend advsg 53.8 60.0 33.3 100.6 25.0 77.8 66.7 0 33.3] 54.2 7.7 40.0 16.7 33.3 25.0 44.4 66.7 O 0 |25.0
0ff-campus advsg 7.7 20.0 33.3 66.7 25.0 66.7 66.7 50.0 33.3] 35./ 0 0 16.7 66.7 25.0 33.3 33.3 50.0 O [18.8
o Monitor progress 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 100.0 100.0 100.0| 97.9 { 84.6 100.0 66.7 66.7 100.0 66.7 100.0 0 66.7|77.1
—
Retention data 76.9 100.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0] 91.7 || 15.4 80.0 16.7 0 25.0 22.2 €6.7 50.0 66.7|31.3
Dropout reasons 69.2 80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0| 89.6 7.7 40.0 16.7 0 ?5.0 33.3 66.7 0 66.7[25.0
Peer assistance 53.8 80.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 6€.7 | 75.0 0 0 16.7 0 |75.0]11.1 33.3 0 0 | 12.5
Accelerated courses 92.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 75.0 88.9 100.0 100.0 100.0| 93.8 || 84.6 190.0 100.0 33.3 50.0 55.6 100.0 100.0 33.3( 75.0
Remedial programs 53.8 40.0 66.7 100.0 25.0 55.6 100.0 0 66.7|56.3 | 23.1 20.0 16.7 0 0 22.2 33.3 0 66.7]20.8
Remedial referral 84.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 100.” 50.0 100.0{ 91.7 || 46.2 20.0 50.0 33.3 25.0 55.6 33.3 0 66.7]4l.7
Eve/weekend remedial 38,5 20.0 16.7 100.0 25.0 66.7 100.0 50.0 33.3] 45.8 7.7 0 0 33.3 0 22.2 33.3 0 0 | 10.4
0ff-campus remedial 15.4 20.0 0 100.0 25.0 44.4 66.7 50.0 33.3]31.3 0 0 0 0 0 11.1 0 0 0| 2.
Mediated remedial 30.8 60.0 33.3 100.0 25.0 &44.4 66.7 50.0 66.7)45.8 || 15.4 0 0 33.3 25.0 11.1 O 0 0 {10.4
SECTION SUBTOTALS 62.6 70.0 67.9 97.6 64.3 78.6 90.5 67.9 71.4|71.9 j| 34.1 40.0 34.5 35.7 35.7 39.7 54.8 21.4 38.1] 37.1
{continued)
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continued PROPONENCE USAGE

HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT Pd4E ALL
N= 13 5 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48 13 5 6 3 4 9 3 2 3 48

|
Table 11,
SECTION V: Faculty and Staff Development Practices

Discuss learn style 61.5 40.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 50.0 33.3 |75.0 15.4 20.0 50.0 0 22.2 66.7 0 0 |27.1
Discuss completion 92.3 100.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 12.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 |91.7 || 23.1 50.0 50.0 65.7 57.7 44.4 100.0 100.0 32.3 |52.1
Faculty rewards 23.1 40.0 16.7 66.7 25.0 44.4 100.0 0 33.3]35.4 7.7 0 0 0 25.0 11.1 O 0 0 6.3
Staff training 53.8 60.0 33.3 100.0 75.0 55 5 100.0 0 33.3 |56.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 U} 0
SECTION SUBTOTALS 57.7 60.0 50.0 91.7 75.0 75.0 100.0 37.5 41.7 |64.6 11.5 20.0 25.0 41.7 31.3 19.4 41.7 25.0 8.2}21.4
‘ o INSTRUMENT TOTALS 54.2 58.7 47.2 [93.6] 51.1 64.8 {80.7153.2 49.6 [59.3 || 31.4 36.2 27.7 49.6 36.2 29.1 45.4 28.7 24.8 | 32.9
N bl opyrpd T T sesst e/
- - L
Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmat.ve responses. Analyses of va.iance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of
affirmative responses at p < .05. F tests were distributed on c-1 and n-c-1 degrees of freeduw, where n is the total sample
size and ¢ is the number of classifications.
Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is significantly different from (higher or lower
than) the underlined figure(s). A figure in a dashed-line rectangle is significantly different from (higher or lower than)
the figure(s) underscored with dashes. (See pages 74-96 for rationale of symbol system.)
Abbreviations. School, college, and faculty abbreviations are defined on page 12. Full wording of practices listed in the
unit-head instrument is provided in Table 3, page 110, and Table 7, page 123.
Q
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Table 12
Proponence and Usage of Unit Heads (n=48)
According to Three Adult-Enrollment Clusters

PROPONENCE USAGE
("Are you a proponent ("Is this your department’s
of this practice?”) practice?”)
5% 102 152 Total 52 102 152 Total
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults
N= 20 22 6 48 20 22 6 48

SECTION I: Course Delivery Practices

Corresp courses 10.0 4.5 33.3 10.4 G 0 0 0
Indep study courses 75.0 77.2 83.3 77.1 ! 60.0 68.2 50.0 1 62.5
Off-campus courses 60.0 63.6 83.3 | 64.6 || 10.0 27.3 50.0 | 22.9
Media deliv courses 60.0 68.1  83.3 66.7 . 0 0 . 10.4
Fewer/longer classes 80.0 77.2 100.0 81.3 | 45.0 72.7 83.3 | 62.5
Eve/weekend courses 7.2 727 1000 [ 8L3 | 30,0 59.1 3.3 . 50.0
Con Ed courses 75.0 90.9 100.0 85.4 i _7_5__0_ 95.5} 100.0 I 87.5
SECTION SUBTOTALS 63.6 €4.9 83.3 | 66.7 3 {0} 42.3
SECTION II: Academic Program Information and Delivery Practices
Corresp programs 5.0 0 16.6 4.2 0 0 0 0
Indep study progs 0 4.5 16.6 4.2 0 0 16.7 2.1
Off-campus progs 25.0 13.6  50.0 ! 22.9 10.0 13.6  16.7 | 12.5
Media deliv progs 10.0 13.6 [66.7] | 18.8 0 13.6 0 . 6.3
10-sem. completicn 50.0 45.5  83.3 | 52.1 10.0 13.6 [83.3] 20.8 -
Eve/wknd completion 50.0 50.0 56.3 10.0 27.3 ' 27.1
Indiv°z°d courses 55.0 |86.4]| 100.0 75.0 | 20.0 50.0 66.7 | 39.6
Brochures:structure 100.0 95.5 100.0 97.9 85.0 77.3 50.0 ! 77.1
Brochures:age 85.0 63.6 100.0 77.1 }_5_0 9_}_ 66.7 % 18.8
Attract adults 80.0 72.7 100.0 | 79.2 25.0 18.2 : 27.1
!
SECTION SUBTOTALS 46.0 44.5 73.3 48.8 17.5 2_3. 45.0 | 23.1
(continued)
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Table 12, PROPONENCE USAGE

continued 5% 102 158  Total 5% 10% 152 Total
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults
N= 20 22 6 48 20 22 6 48

SECTION III: Credit Evaluation Practices

UMass Con Ed credit 85.0 81.8 100.0 | 85.4 80.0c 77.3  83.3 ]I 79.2
Day progs, other u’s  95.0 100.0 100.0 | 37.9 95.0 95.5 100.0  95.8
Con Ed, other u’s 85.0 63.6 100.0 | 77.1 80.0 72.7 100.0  79.2
CLEP exans 20.0 36.4 {100.0] | 37.5 15.0 27.3 [66.7] 27.1
PEP exams 0.0 18.2 [83.3] 22.9 5.0 13.6 [50.0] 14.6
CEEB/Af exams 15.0 145.4 1 E 37.5 5.0 50.0  25.0
Dept exams 60.0 68.2 100.0  68.8 30.0 50.0 66.7  43.8
Military equiv’cy 15.0 0 14.6 0 4.5 0 2.1
Training equiv’cy 15.0 o " 14.6 0 4.5 C 2.1
Regents” exams 15.0 0 @ | 14.6 0 4.5 0 2.1
Other credit 15.0 450,01 a7 10.0 2:.3  50.0  22.9
Portfolio prep 40.0  54.5 54.2 15.0 18.2 50.0 . 20.8
SECTION SUBTOTALS 39.2 43.2 [88.9] | 47.2 27.9 36.0 [51.4 34.5

SECTION IV: Practice: Concerning Academic Performance

Advising in dept 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 95.5 100.0 97.9
Advising rererral 95.0 100.0 100.0 97.9 60.0 72.7 100.0 70.8
Eve/weekend advsg 50.0 50.0  83.3 54.2 25.0 18.2  50.0 25.0
Off-campus adveg 150.01 13.6 [66.7] | 35.4 25.0 4.5 [50.0 18.8
Monitor progress 95.u 100.0 100.0 97.2 60.0 [90.9] 83.3 77.1
Retention data 95.0 86.3 100.0 91.7 30.0 31.8  33.3 31.3
Dropout reasons 77.3  100.0 89.6 30.0 18.2  33.3 25.0
Peer assistance 75.0 68.2 100.0 75.0 10.0 13.6 16.7 12.5
Accelerated courses 9.0 90.9 100.0 93.8 70.0 81.8 66.7 75.0
Remedial programs 55.0  45.5 56.3 25.0 18.2  16.7 20.6
Remedial referral 95.0 86.4 100.0 91.7 50.0 36.% 33.3 1.7
Eve/weekend remedial  45.0 31.8 45.8 10.0 4.5 33.3 10.4
Off-campus remedial 30.0 18.2 m 31.3 5.0 0 0 2.1
Mediated remedial 45.0 36.4  83.3 45.8 5.0 13.6  16.7 ! 10.%
SECTION SUBTOTALS 73.2  64.6  [94.0 71.9 36.1 35.7  45.2 37.1

<{cont inu-e-d-)
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Table 12,

continued PROPONENCE USAGE
5 108 158 Total 5% 102 152 Toral
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults
N=20 22 6 48 20 22 6 48
SECTION V: Faculty and Staff Development Practices
r
Discuss learn style  80.0 63.6 100.0 |75.0 ' 25.0 13.6 27.1
Discuss completion 85.0 95.5 100.0 |91.7 50.0 45.4  83.3  52.1
Faculty rewards 3.0 27.3 35.4 5.0 9.1 0 6.3
Staff training 40.0  59.1 56.3 0 0 0 0
SECTION SUBTOTALS 58.8  61.4 64.6 200 17.0 [417] 216
|
INSTRUMENT TOTALS 6.1 54.6 [86.9] | 59.3 l 8.0 33.4 . 32.9
L

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmative responses. Analyses of
variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of affirmative responses at p <
the total sample size and ¢ is the number of classificationms.

Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is
significantly differert from (higher or lower than) the underlined figure(s).
figure in a dashed-line rectangle is significantly different from (higher or
lower than) the figure(s) under.cored with dashes. (See pages 94-96 for
rationale of symbol system.)

Abbreviations.
Full wording of practices listed in the unit-head instrument is provided in
Table 3, page 110, and Table 7, page 123.
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Table 13
Proponence and Usage of Unit H.ads According to Gender (n=48)

PROPONENCE

("Are you a proponent
of this practice?")

USAGE

("Is this your dePartment's

practice?”)

Male Female Total Male Female Total
N= 41 7 48 41 7 48
SECTION I: Course Delivery Practices
Corresp courses 9.8 14.3 10.4 0 0 0
Indep study courses 80.5 57.1 77.1 65.9 42.9 62.5
0ff-campus courses 65.9 57.1 64.6 22.0 28.6 22.9
Media deliv courses 65.9 71.4 66.7 12.2 0 10.4
Fewer/longer classes 80.5 85.7 81.3 61.0 71.4 62.5
Eve/weekend courses 78.0 J0.0 81.3 46.3 71.4 50.0
Con Ed courses 82.9 100.0 85.4 87.8 85.7 87.5
1L
SECTION SUBTOTALS 66.2 69.4 66.7 J[_ 42.2 42.9 42.3

J

SECTION II: Academic Program Information

and Delivery Practices

Corresp programs "4.9 0 4.2 ]r 0 0 ] 0
Indep study progs 4.9 0 4.2 2.4 0 2.1
0ff-campus progs 22.0 28.6 22.9 14.6 0 12.5
Media deliv progs 17.1 28.6 18.8 7.3 0 6.3
10-sem. completion 51.2 57.1 52.1 17.1 42.9 20.8
Eve/wknd cumpletion 51.2 85.7 56.3 24.4 42.9 27.1
Indiv’z“d coursus 70.7 100.0 75.0 36.6 57.1 39.6
Brochures:structure 97.6 100.0 97.9 78.0 71.4 77.1
Brochures:age 73.2 100.0 77.1 14.6 42.9 18.8
Attract adults 78.0 85.7 79.2 24.4 42.9 27.1
SECTION SUBTOTALS 47.1 58.6 48.8 22.0 30.0 23.1
(cont inued)
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Table 13)

PRUPONENCE USAGE
continued
Male Female “atal Male Female Total
N= 41 7 48 41 7 48
SECTICN III: Credit Evaluation Practices

UMass Con Ed credit 82.9 100.0 85.4 78.0 35.7 79.2
Day progs, oth -~ u’s 97.6 100.0 $7.9 25.1 190.0 95.8
Con Ed, other u s 73.2 100.0 77.1 75.6 100.0 79.2
CLEP exans 31.7 71.4 37.5 24.4 42 9 27.1
PEP exams 17.1 57.1 22.9 12.2 28.6 14.6
CEEB/AP exams 34.1 57.1 37.5 24.4 28.6 25.0
Dept exams 68.3 71.4 68.8 43.9 42.9 43.8
Military equiv’cy 12.2 28.6 14.6 _9_ 14.3 z.1
Training equiv’cy 12.2 28.6 4.6 0 14.3 2.1
Regents” exams 12.2 28.6 14.6 0 14.3 2.1
Other rredit 22;1 85.7 41.7 22.0 28.6 22.9
Portfolio prep 51.2 7.4 54.2 19.5 28.6 2v.8
;E;mu SU" TOTALS 43.9 66.7 47.2 2.9 44.0 3.5 -

SECTION IV: Practices Concerning Acaiemic Performance

Advising in dept 100.0 1G0.0 100.0 97.5 100.0 97.9
Advising referral 97.6 100.0 47.9 68.3 85.7 70.8
Eve/weekend advsg 51.2 71.4 54.2 Eiﬁi 57.1 25.0
Off-campus advsg 34.1 42.9 35.4 7.1 28.6 8.8
Monitor progress 97.6 100.0 97.9 73.2 100.” 77
Retention data 90.2 100.0 91.7 29.3 42.9 31.7
Dropc 1t reasons 87.8 100.0 89.6 2.4 28.6 25.0
Peer assistance 73.2 85.7 75.0 12.2 14.3 12.5
Accelerated courses 92.7 100.0 93.8 73.2 35.7 75.9
Remedial programs 53.7 71.4 56.3 22.0 14.3 20.8
Remedial refirral 92.7 85.7 91.7 41.5 42.9 +1.7
Eve/weekend remedial 43.9 57.1 45.8 9.8 14.3 10.4
Off--campus remedial 29.3 42.9 31.3 2.4 0 2.1
Mediated remedial 46.3 42.9 45.8 12.2 0 10.4
SECTTION SUBTOTALS 70.7 78.5 71.9 35.9 45-9 37.1

(continued)
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Table 13,

PROPONENCE USAGE
continued
Male Female Total Male Female Total
N= 41 7 48 41 7 48
SECTION V: Facu..y and Staff Development Practices
|

Discuss learn style 75.6 71.4 or.n 22.0 57.1 27.1
Discuss completion 90.2 100.0 7 48.8 71.4 52.1
Faculty rewards 34,1 42.9 35.4 7.3 0 6.3
Staff training 56.1 57.1 56.3 0 0 0
SECTION SUBTOTALS 64.0 67.9 64.6 19.5 32.1 21.4
INSTRUMENT TOTALS 57.6 69.0 59.3 31.7 39.8 32.9

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmative responses. snalises of
variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of affirmative responses at p <
the total sample size and ¢ is the number of classifications.

Svmools. In aay one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangie is
significantly different from (higher than) the underlined Zigure. (See pages
94-96 for rationale of svmbol system.)

Abbreviations. Full vordiu¢ of practices listed in tne unit-nead instrument is
proviged in Table 3, page 1.0, and Table 7, page 12Z
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Proponence and Ussge According
to Faculty Characteristics

The instrument sent to the faculty sample is similar in more ways
than it is daifferent from the unit-head instrument. Differences
betweer the two instruments and b ween the two respondent groups were
described in Chapter III, and will be reintroduced oniy for maintaining
clarity or for emphasizing interesting contrasts. (See pages 137-139
for certain aspects of preparation and analysis of data which apply to
the faculty group as well as to the unit head and advisor groups.)

Faculty were asked tc respond to proponence and usage questions
concerning 34 items of practice grouped under five headings: Practices
Pertaining o Instructional Modes, A:ademic Advising and Support Prac-
tices, Course Design and Delivery Practices, Faculty Development Prac-

tices, and Service and Research. "Usage" questions only were attached

to two additional groups of items: Recognition [for work with adult
students] and Student Development Approach. The latter section was
marked “optional.” Because the primary focus in this portion of the
report is on considering proponence alongside usage, the two "usage-
only” sections wiil be discussed after findings are reported for the
first five sections of the instrumcnt. All instrument sections are
shown in accompanying tables, which are inserted as a grou, following
this text subsection.

While the stated definition of usage holds throughout the survey
aud analysis, it perhaps has its narruwest connotation in the interpre-
tation of faculty data, because faculty usage scores are collective
reports about activity of individuals who responded separately. Usage

scores in unit-head Aata, on the other hand represent activity as
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perceived across departments or divisions by the persons who oversee
those units. Opportunity for usage, then, is probably a greater in-
filuence on faculty reports of usage; occasional comments of the "I
would do this (practice) but I've never been asked” variety support
such an observation. Thus some faculty non-usage in this study is a
function of non-opportunity; some a function of choice. (See Hind-
sights, Appendix F, for additional comments on factors possibly affect-
ing faculty usage response.)

A total of 91 faculty, 75 male and 16 female, provided usable
responses to the faculty instrument. Forty-three hold the rank of
prcfessor; 27, associate professor; and 21, ass!stant pro<fessor.

Eleven indicated that they teach und. /graduates only; 70, that they
teach both undergraduate and graduate students; 8, that they teach
graduate students only; and 2, that they were not teaching at the time
of the survey. Their school, college, and faculty affiliations are
listed ia the response-rate report at the beginning of thi: chapter and
in Table 14. Faculty from Humanities and Fine Arts, although they
constitute nearly 18% of the respondent group, are slightly underrepre-
sented in comparison to the proportion of HFA faculty in the sample
surveyed.

The School of Health and Physical Educetion is represented by only
one respondent. PHE responses are included at sactional summary points
& .d when data are aggregated according to adult-enrollment cluster,
gender, rank, and teaching level. When scores are displayed or
described according to school, college, and faculty units, PHE is
omitted, both for confidenciality reasons and because single-member

cells are excluded from analysis of variance procedures.
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Faculty are, on the average, proponents of about 70% of the prac-
tices named in the first five sections of the instrument, and users of
about half that number (see whole-group total scores, Table 14). These
overall measures r~epresent broad variation among responcents.

The five types of aggregation of respondent data for which resuits
of znalyses are reported here are schocl-college-faculty affiliation,
adult-enrollment cluster, gender, academic rank, and teaching level.
Subgroup siées, proponence scores, and vsage scores are preseinted by
school, college, and faculty affiliation in Table 14, by adult-enroll-
ment cluster in Table 15, and by gender, academic rank, and teaching
level in Table 16.

The outstanding result of examining faculty response is that there

are comparatively few significant differences in proponence. Visual

evidence is in tables where symbols represent significant variation;
the number of proponence differences across all aggregations is less
than a third the number of usage differences. Faculty exhibit far

fewer proponence differences than unit heads.

School, College, and Faculty Affiliation

The scarcity of significant differences in faculty proponence
scores can readily be verified when data are grouped according te
school, college, and faculty affiliation. At the summary points in
Table 14, visual inspection reveals proponence scores in the 65%-75%
range; none is significantly different from others.

Faculty usage is lower than proponence everywhere in the instru-
ment, but the size of the gap varies. At the subtotal level for
Instructional Modes (Section I), the Education faculty is significantly

higher in usage than three other units; Health Scfences faculty are
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significantly higher than Food and Natural Resources. Subtotals for
Course Design and Delivery Practicer show that Education has a signifi-
cantly higher usage score than onlv Natural Sciences and Mathemat?:s.

Findings of significant variation concerning six specific prac-
tices emerged in this aggregation of data. The Management faculty
subgroup has a statistically lower proponence score than the others for
giving positive consideration to the experience of a potential adult
enrollee. The usage score of Education faculty is significantly higher
than varying numbers of other units concerning frur alternatives to
daytime, weekday instructional formats: cff-campus teaching; evening/
weekend teaching; and teaching Division of Continuing Education courses
through relf or unit initiation or in response to demand from else-
where. EDU outscores HFA and FNR in undertaking reading about adult
students. The usage score of Health Sciences faculty is significantly
higher than that of certain other units for teaching tke self- or unit-
initiated variety of DCE course. Finally, both EDU and HSC are statis-
tically dominant in.u age for work with adult students in human service
ageacies.

Teaching via correspondence study drew little in the way of facul-
ty proponence and a2lmost no faculty usage; this is noteworthy becaure
it echoes a finding from the analysis of unit-head responses. Faculty
proponence for, and usage of, the two DCE-course modes are so wiuaely
disparate that they will receive major attention in the discussion and
recommendations chapter. Spec:fically, although more than 80% ~*
faculty respcndents, on an average which is fairly uniform across the
nine subgroups, are proponents of teaching "response” courses through
DCE, fewsr than 10X do so; somewhat less strikingly, nearly 90% are
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proponents of teaching self-/unit-initiated DCE courses, but less than
a quarter do so.

Other wide disparities Yetween proponence and usage can be singled
out through reference to accompanying tables. Although they are no
less important to the study as a whole, most of these gaps could be
predicted, given the ag'. makeup of the undergraduate population. They
concern faculty development, service, and research activities in Sec-
tions IV-V which are geared primarily and specifically to understanding

and/or working with adult-student populationms.

Adul+~-Enrollment Cluster

Reducing faculty data from nine school-college-faculty subgroups
to three enrollment clusters produced these configurations: a 5% clus-
ter (FNR + SBS + PHE + MGT = 39 faculty), a 10% cluster (HFA + NSM +
ENG = 42 faculty), and a 15% cluster (EDU + HSC = 10 faculty). The
recalculated proponence and usage scores are displayed in Table 15.

As was the case with unit-head recponses, the regrouping process had
mostly beneficial effects upon the identification of significant dif-
ferences among faculty subgroups.

New Findings. Especially noteworthy are those findings of signi-
ficant differences concerning Course Design and Delivery Practices.
Some fall into predictable patterns: The 15% cluster of faculty is
significantly higher-scoring than the 5% and 10% clusters ia proponence
and usage concerning the incorporation of students” life experiences
into course design, and, in usage only, concerning reading about adult
students and giving positive consideration to the age of potential
adult enrollees. Otner relationships were less anticipated: The 5%

cluster of faculty emerged above the 10% cluster in both proponence and
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usage as regarcs varying course structure according to class n~eds,
and, in usage only, for varying faculty role according to class needs.
The cumulative, separate variation of the 5% and 15% clusters of facul-
ty is sufficient to be evident at the Section IIT subtotal level, where
both have significantly higher scores than the 10% cluster.

In two otuer places-—concerning the supervising of independent
study and the teaching of courses which have an experiential-~learning
component~~the 5% cluster of faculty Lis a similar higher/lower propo-
nence relationship co the 10% cluster. In a reversal of that relation-
ship, the 10% cluster of faculty has a significantly higher usage score
for work with adult studen*s in gove~nment organizationms.

Strengthened Findings. The earlier emergence of EDU and HSC as

faculty units differing in usage of instructional modes was underscored
statistically when the two were reconceptualized as the 15% cluster.
Confirmatiocn can be drawn from the subtotal level as well as from the
vantage point of four individual items: off-campus teaching,
evening/weekend teaching, and teaching continuing-education courses in
self-/unit-initiated and response-to-demand classificationms.

Obscured Firding. Compre3sing nine subgroups into three clusters

obscured only one minor observation whichk emerged from the earlier
analys's, that the Management facnlty”s proponence score is signifi-
cantly lower than others concerning the positive consideration of
adult-student experience. When MGT was combined with three other
faculty units to form the 10% cluster, that variation was no longer

identifiable statisticall}.
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Gender

The examination of faculty proponence and usage according to
gender permitted adding two practices to the list of areas of ;ignifi-
cant variation, and three other practices to be seen from an additional
perspective: For the practice of varying delivery modes in accordance
with diverse learning preferences in a class, the Female subgroup”s
proponence and usage scores are significantly higher than those of the
Male subgroup. The Female subgroup is significaitly higher in usage of
the practices of giving positive consideration to an adult prospective
student’s age and experience, and cf varying course structure according
to class needs. The Male subgroup score *s sigiificantly higher in
proponence for working with adult students in organizations other than

those named in four preceding ca*zgor.es in the survey instrument.

(This is a weak finding, because the nature of the other organizations

is not specified in the wording of the item.)

Academic Rank

A half-dozen findings emerged from analyzing data according to
faculty rank; they are scatiered enough to make generalizing tenuous.
Several findings pertain to practices not previously highlighted as

areas of variation: The Associate Professor subgroup is significantly

higher in proponence than the Professor subgroup for helping students

develop portfolios which document college-level learning acquired out-
side collegiate institutions, and for including on faculty-discussion

agendas the topic of how students in general learn. The Professor

subgroup was statistically moved to the dominant position in two cases:

in proponence for participating in local workshops or corferences
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designed to broaden faculty knowledge about student/adult-student
learning and assessment, and in usage for working with University

Without Walls students.

Teaching Level

The least clear influence of a subgroup characteristic on findings
is that of teaching level, partly because, as noted earlier, the syste-
matic sampling process drew some responuents who were not teaching
undergraduates at the time of the survey. The two who were not teach-
ing at all are represeated in proponence data but not in usage scores.
Analyses which placed the Graduate Only subgroup significantly above
the Undergraduate Only and Undergraduate/Graduate subgroups are

Y

appropria. ' marked in Table 16 but are not discussed in this narra-
tive, which is focused on adult undergraduates (see Hindsights, Appen-
dix F).

This elimination proc.:ss left only two observations .bout the
influence of ’ :aching level on proponence and usage. At the subtotal
level for Instructional Modes, statistical analysis pointed to signifi-
cant differences in usage according to teaching level, but did not
specify the subgroup’:) of greatest influence or *hat variation. Con-
cerning evening/weekend teaching, the Undergraduate/Graduate faculty

subgroup”s usage score is significantly higher than the Undergraduate

Only score.

Usage~Only Items

Thé three practices grouped under Recognition and the six in the

optional Student Development Approach section differ from those in the

rest of the faculty instrument in several ways. Only one question




(beginning "Have you . . . ") was attached to each item. A five-year

time span was given as the period over which the respondent was to

reflect upon involvement with the practices; thus these responses carry

a somewhat wider “time slice"” connotation than do other data. Two
activities--receiving recognition through the faculty reward system and
from outside sources-—are not generally within the faculty member”s
control in the customary sense of "usage.” More than half the faculty
respondents omitted the optional section; this signifies that
generalizing about Section VII practices should be done with care. As
a reminder, where figures for the usage-only sections are displayed in
Tables l4a-1€a, the percentages of lianks for each item are shown along
with the usual figures for "Yes" responses.

Recognition for Work with Adult Students. At the summary level for

Secticn VI {see Table l4a), the Education faculty subgroup reported
affirmatively a significantly higher percentage of times than did three
other school-college-faculty units. The greatest single-item influence
on this variation was the response about mentioning work with adult
students in annual facult; reports. I the enrollment-cluster configu-
ration of di.ta (see Table 15a), Health Sciences faculty influence was
added to Education”s as the 15% cluster, whose scores are significantly
higher than those of the 5% and 10% clusters, both at the summary point
and for the annual-r port item. The 15% cluster’s report of recogni-
tion from sources outside the university is also significantly higher
than that of the 10X cluster.

Little new information was added to the “recognition” results from
redistributing responses across gender, rank, and teaching-level cate-

gories (see Table 16a).




Student Development Approach. The percentage of omiscions for the

six optional items is a consistent 52.7%, suggesting that the same 43

faculty probably completed the set. Findings are concentrated in two
aggregations of data: school-college-faculty unit and adult-enrollment
cluster. In the latter configuration differences accumulated enough to

be identifiable at t%- subtotal level: The score of faculty in the 15%

cluster is significantly higher than scores of the 5% and 10% (lusters
for overall usage of developmental approaches. The relationship holds
individually for four of the six items, as shown in Table 15a. For
usage of mc al/ethical development approaches to course design, the 10%
cluster’s score is significantly higher than the 5% cluster’s score.
When the three clusters are broken into school-college-faculty

units (Table l4a), Health Sciences faculty have the significantly

greater influence on usage of three developmental practices rei. ted

to course desigr. One finding of gender influence ccncludes the list:
The score of the Female faculty subgroup for usage of the moral/ethical
approach to course design is significantly higher than the Male sub-
group score (Table 16a).

Proponence and Usage According
to Academic Advisor Charac.erist ' -~s

The instrtument sent to academic adviso~s is the shortest of the
three survey forms sent to university personnel. (See pages 137-139
for certain aspects of preparation and analysis of data which apply to
th- advisor group as well as to the unit head and faculty groups.)

Academic advisors were asked to re:,ond to proponence and usage
questions concerning 35 items o“ practice grouped under four headings:

Practices Pertaining to Availability of Advising, Credit Evaluation
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Table 14

Proponence and Usage of Faculty (n=91) According to School, College, and Faculty Affiliation

691

PROPONENCE USAGE
("Are you a proponent of this practice?") ("Is this your practice?")
HFA NSM SBS IZDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 9] 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 9]
SECTION I: Practices Pertaining to Instructional Modes

Corresp teaching 31.3 21.1 16.7 33.3 143 0 25.0 O - | 18.7 6.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 1
Indep study superv 81.3 89.5100.0 100.0 85.7 93.8 100.0 100.0 -] 92.3 68.8 68.4 88.9 100.0 71.4 75.0 100.0 100.0 - 179.1
Off-campus teaching 56.3 63.2 66.7 83.3 71.4 75.0 50.0 25.0 - | 64.8 18.8 _5;.'! 1t.1 28.6 ?_.;'3_ 25.0 25.0 -] 16.5
Eve/weekend teaching 68.8 100.0 83.3 100.0 71.4 75.0 100.0 100.0 - ]| 84.6 37.5 42.1 33.3 28.6 0 50.0 75.0 -] 35.2
Con Ed (self-init’d)  75.0 89.5 88.9100.0 85.7 93.8100.0 75.0 - |&7.9|f 31.3 5.3 s.6[83.3]28.6 25.0 7507250 - | 24.2
Con Ed (response) 62.5 89.5 £8.9 100.0 85.7 75.0 75.0 75.0 -1 81.3 6.3 0 11.1 @lﬁ_ 8 25.0 0 - 8.8
Indiv 2z d contract 81.3 78.9 88.9 100.0 85.7 62.5 100.0 100.0 - | 82.4 50.0 52.6 72.2 66.7 42.9 43.8 100.0 75.0 - 15%.1
Experiential lrng 75.0 73.7 88.9 100.0 85.7 93.8 100.0 100.0 - | 85.7 37.5 42.1 55l6 100.0 57.1 62.5 75.0 75.0 - | 54.9
Competency-based 43.8 52.6 72.2 66.7 71.4 6B8.8 100.0 25.0 -] 61.5 12.5 26.3 33.3 50.0 57.1 6.3 50.0 0 -1 25.3
Interdis course 81.3 94.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 - | 93.4 37.5 52.6 55.6 50.C 28.6 43.8 75.0 25.0 - | 46.2
Work with UWW stu 81.3 73.7 88.9100.0 57.1 68.8 100.0 100.0 - | 80.2 31.3 21.1 61.1 33.3 42.9 25.0 75.0 50.0 - | 37.4
SECTION SUBTOTALS 67.0 75.1 80.3 89.4 74.0 72.2 86.4 72.7 - | 75.7{ 30.7 28.7 38.9 [62.1] 36.4 26.1159.1} 40.9 - | 35.1
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Table 14, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL  HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
6 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1+ 9] 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1% 9l
SECTION IV: Faculty Development Practices
Conf: Studeot 1rng  50.0 63.2 77.8 83.3 85.7 81.3 75.0 75.0 - |7203 || 31.3 15.8 27.8 16.7 0 12.5 25.0 25.0 - |19.8
Conf: Adult lrng 50.0 63.2 77.8 100.0 B85.7 B1.3 75.0 25.0 - |69.2| 12.5 5.3 1.1 167 0 0 250 25.0 - | 8.8
Conf: Stu asscssmt 50,0 47.4 72.2 66.7 85.7 75.0 75.0 25.0 - !|6L.5(| 18.8 10.5 22.2 16.7 0 250 250 0 - [16.5
local conf particpn  56.3 63.2 77.8 83.3 71.4 B87.5100.0 50.0 - |71.4 ] 6.3 26.3 16.7 16.7 14.3 31.3 50.0 0 - [19.8
Leadership efforts  62.5 47.4 66.7 B83.3 42.9 68.8 75.0 25.0 - | 5s.3 0 5.3 5.6 16.7 0 12.5 25.0 25.0 - | 7.7
Reading: adult stu  56.3 57.9 61.1 B83.3 85.7 75.0 75.0 25.0 - |63.7| 0 2.1 1Ll 0 6.3 250 0 - |12
SECTION SUBTOTALS 54.2 57.0 72.2 83.3 76.2 78.1 79.2 37.5 - | 65.9 || 11.5 14.0 15.7 22.2 2.4 14.6 29.2 12.5 - | 14.1
SECTION V: Service and Research
Adult stu: bus/ind  56.3 84.2 66.7 66.7 B5.7 75.0 75.0 50.0 - | 70.3f| '2.5 10.5 27.8 16.7 57.1 31.3 50.0 25.0 - | 24.2
Adult stu: hum serv  56.3 78.9 83.3 66.7 71.4 75.0 75.0 50.0 - | 71.4| 6.3 0 1389}33.3 o 6.3[5.0[25.0 - [16.5
Adult stu: govt org  56.3 B4.2 77.8 66.7 B85.7 87.5 75.0 50.0 - ! 74.7] 6.3 10.5 22.2 33.3 28.6 43.8 75.0 25.0 - | 24.2
Adult stu. con ed 56.3 84.2 61.1 00 85.7 75.0 75.0 25.0 - |67.0| 125 0 222 o 143 0 250 0 - | 8.8
Adult stu: othorgs  50.0 B4.2 44.4 16.7 71.4 68.8 75.0 50.0 - . 59.3 | 12.5 15.8 22.2 16.7 0 18.8 50.0 25.0 - |17.6
Adult stu: research  50.0 52.6 61.1 66.7 42.9 B1.3 75.0 50.0 - | 59.3[ 12.5 10.5 16.7 33.3 0 12.5 25.0 0 - |13.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 54.2 78.1 65.7 55.6 73.8 77.1 75.0 45.8 - | 67.0]| 10.4 7.9 25.0 22.2 16.7 18.8 50.0 15.7 - [17.4
(continued)
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Table 14. continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FPNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 9] 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 9]
SECTION II: Academic Advising and Support Practices
Consider adult age 68.8 52.6 61.1 66.7 42.9 56.3 75.0 25.0 - |57.1 56.3 42.1 55.6 83.3 42.9 43.8 100.0 25.0 - | 52.7
Consider experience 81.3 78.9 88.9 83.3 71.4 87.5100.0 [:::] - 179.1 68.8 73.7 72.2 83.3 71.4 68.8 100.0 0 - 170.3
Portfolio help 56.3 57.9 72.2 83.3 42,9 68.8 75.0 25.0 - | 61.5 6.3 21.1 38.9 33.3 28.6 25.0 25.0 25.0 - 12.2
Flzxible curriculem 87.5 100.0 83.3 83.3 71.4 3.8 75.0 100.0 - 189.0 75.0 73.7 72,2 66.7 71.4 68.8 75.0 75.0 - 172.5
Indiv z"d planning 87.5 9.7 88.9 100.0 85.7 93.8 50.0 100.0 = 190.1 56.3 36.8 61.1 33.3 57.1 37.5 50.0 50.0 - ]147.3
Eve/weekend advsg 43,8 68.4 72.2 83.3 71.4 81.3 75.0 50.0 - 167.0 25.0 57.9 55.6 83,3 57.1 50.0 50.C 75.0 - |51.6
Off-campus advsg 43.8 52.6 61.1 83.3 42.9 43.8 50.0 50.0 - 152.7 18.8 10.5 27.8 50.0 14.3 31.3 25.0 50.0 - 124.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 67.0 72.2 75.4 83.3 61.2 75.0 71.4-50.0 - 171.0 43.8 45.1 54.8 61.9 49.0 58.2 60.7 42.9 - 149.0
SECTION III: Course Design and Delivery Practices
Incorp 1ife exprce 43.8 52.6 77.8 100.0 42.9 56.3 100.0 50.0 - {61.5 31.3 15.8 44.4 |83.3 |l4.3 31.3 75.0 50.0 - 136.3
Vary structure 62.5 73.7 88.9 100.0 71.4 81.3 100.0 100.0 - | 80.2 43.8 52.6 77.8 100.0 57.1 68.8 75.0 75.0 - 164.8
Vary faculty role 68.8 73.7 94.4 100.0 71.4 75.0 100.0 100.0 - | 81.3 43.8 57.9 77.8 100.0 57.1 75.0 100.0 75.0 - | 68.1
Vary delivery mode 93.8 84.2 77.8 100.0 57.1 75.0 100.0 100.0 - | 83.5 81.3 63.2 66.7 100.0 57.1 50.0 100.0 100.0 - |70.5
SECTION SUBTOTALS 67.2 71.1 84.7 100.0 60.7 71.9 100.0 87.5 -|76.6 50.0 47.4 66.7 46.4 56.2 87.5 75.0 - |59.¢°
(continued)
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Table 14, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 91 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 9]
"
TOTALS, SECS. I -V 62.5 71.4 75.8 82.4 70.2 74.6 81.6 58.8 - 71.6 28.7 28.0 38.9 52.0 30.7 30.5 55.9 36.0 - 34.9

*The School of Physical Education (PHE) is represented in faculty data by only one respondent. For confidentiality
reasons, PHE figures were excluded from Table 11.

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmative responses. Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of
affirmitive responses at 2< .05. F tests were distributed on c~1 and n-c-l degrees of freedom, where n is the tntal sample
size and ¢ is the number of classifications.

**Analysis of variance indicated significant differences among subgroups in total usage scores, but a posterior. ontrast

:: tests did not pinpoint subgroups having greatest influence on those differences.
N
Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is signifirantly different from (higher or lower
than) the underlined figure(s). A figure in a dashed-line rectangle is significantly different from (higher or lower than)
the figure(s) underscored with dashes. (See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol system.)
Abbreviations. School, college, and facuity abbreviations are defined on page 12. Full wording of practices listed ‘n the
faculty instrument is provided in Table 4, page 113, and Table 8, page 128.
0o
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Table l4a
Percentages of "Yes" Responses of Faculty to "Usage-Only” Questions
According to School, College, and Faculty Affiliation; Percentage of Blanks of Whole Group

HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG rNR HSC MGT PHE ALL
N= 16 19 18 6 7 16 4 4 1* 91
ZYes %Yes XYes 2XYes Z%ZYes %Yes 2%ZYes 2% VYes 2% Yes % Yes (% Blank)
SECTION VI: Recognition of Work with Adult Students

Mentioned work with adult students

in faculty report? 25.0 10.5 27.8 28.6 31.2 50.0 0 - 27.4 (12.1)
Received recognition via faculty

reward system? 0 0 5.6 16.7 14.3 6.3 0 0 - 4.6 (15.4)
Received recognition from

sources outside university? 6.3 0 11.1 33.3 0 25.0 25.0 0 - 11.0 (13.2)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 0.4 3.5 4.8 [e.4] 143 208 2.0 o - 14.3 (13.6)

SECTION VII: Student Development Approach (optional section)

Designed or cevised c~.rse to challenge students to

higher cognitive development? 31.3 31.6 16.7 33.3 42.9 25.0 7..0 25.0 - 29.7 (52.7)

higher ego/personality development? 18.8  15.8 0 333 143 6.3 0 - 4.3 (52.7)

higher moral/ethical development? 31.3 15.8 3.6 33.3 14.3 6.3 0 - 17.6 (52.7)
Designed or revised course to

respond to learning styles? 18.8 26.3 11.1 50.0 28.6 12.5 50.0 0 - 20.9 (52.7)

develop internal evaluation? 25.0 26.3 11.1 16.7 28.6 18.8 75.0 25.0 - 23.1 (52.7)

respond to needs for application?  25.0  10.5 11.1  50.0 0 25.0 25.0 - 26.9 (52.7)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 25.0 21.1 9.3 36.1 21.4 15.6 70.8 12.5 - 21.1 (52.7)

See Table 14 footnotes (page 172) for explanation of system of highlighting significantly differing figures.
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Table 15

Proponence and Usage of Faculty (n=91)
According to Three Adult-Enrollment Clusters

PROPONENCE
("Are you a proponent
of this practice?")

USAGE

("Is this your department’s
practice?")

5% 10% 15 Total 5% 102 15¢  Total
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults
N= 39 42 10 91 39 42 19 91
SECTION I: Practices Pertaining to Instructional Modes
!

Corresp teaching 10.3 23.8 30.0 18.7 0 2.4 0 L.t
Indep study superv 97.4 92;1 100.0 92.3 84.6 69.0 100.0 79.1
Off-campus teahing  66.7 61.9  70.0 | 64.8 103 14.3 16.5
Eve/weekend teaching  82.1 83.3 100.0 @ 84.6 23.1  38.1 35.2
Con Ed (self-init'd) 89.7 83.3 100.0 @ 87.9 15.4  19.0 24.2
Con Ed (response) 82.1 78.6  90.0 | 81.3 5.1 4.8 8.8
Indiv°z-d contract 79.5 81.0 100.0 | 82.4 59.0 50.0 80.0 57.1
Experiential lrng 76.2 100.0 } 85.7 59.0  42.9 54.9
Competency-based 66.7 52.4  80.0 | 61.5 17.9  26.2  50.0  25.3
Interdis course 94.9 90.5 100.0 | 93.4 46.2 42.9  60.0  46.2
Work with UWW stu 82.1 73.8 100.0 | 80.2 43.6 28.6  50.0 ' 37.4
SECTION SUBTOTALS 76.7 71.9  88.2 | 75.7 3.1 . [s0.9], 35.1

SECTION II: Academic Advising and Support Practices
Consider adult age 53.8 57.1  70.0 | 57.1 48.7 47.6 52.7
Consider experience 76.9 78.6 90.0 79.1 64.1 71.4 90.0 70.3
Portfolio help 64.1 54.8 80.0 6l1.5 39.8 16.7  30.0 | 264.2
Flexible curriculum 89.7 90.5 80.0  89.0 71.8 73.8  70.0 | 72.5
Indiv'z°d planning 92.3 90.5 80.0  90.l 48.7 47.6  40.0 | 47.3
Eve/weekend advsg 71.8 59.5 80.0 67.0 53.8 45.2 70.0 51.6
Off-campus advsg 53.8 47.6  70.0 | 52.7 30.8 14.3  40.0 , 24.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 71.8 63.4 78.6 | 71.0 49.8 45.2  6l.4 | 49.0

(continued)
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Table 15, continued

PROPONF.CE USAGE
5% 10% 15% Total 5% 10% 15% Total
Aduits Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults
N= 39 42 10 91 39 42 19 91
SECTION III: Course Design and Delivery Practices
Incorp life [ . . . . . .
P exprce 66,7 47.6 61.5 41.0 214 [80.07 |36.3
y———
Vary structure 87.2] 69.0 100.0 | 80.2 174,41 50.0 64.8
— TTITL ==
Vary faculty role 87.2 71.4 100.0 81.3 176.9 ¢ 52.4 68.1
Vary delivery mode 79.5 83.3 100.0 83.5 64.1 69.0 100.0 70.3
===3
SECTION SUBTOTALS 80.1  67.9 76.6 i6a.1} 48.2 59.9
SECTION IV: Faculty Development Practices
Conf: Student lrug 76.9 61.9 80.0 70.3 20.5 19.C 20.0 19.8
Conf: Adult lrng 71.8 61.9 90.0 69.2 7.7 7.1 20.0 8.8
Conf: Stu assessmt 66.7 54.8 70.0 61.5 20.5 11.3 20.0 16.5
Local conf particpn 76.9 61.9 90.0 71.4 20.5 16.7 30.0 19.8
Leadership efforts 61.5 52.4 80.0 59.3 10.3 2.4 20.0 7.7
Reading: adult stu 61.5 61.9 80.0 | 63.7 7.7 9.5 12.1
SECTION SUBTOTALS 69.2 59.1 8i.7 65.9 14.5 11.1 25.0 14.1
-
SECTION V: Service and Research
Adult stu: bus/ind 66.7 73.8 70.0 70.3 28.2 19.0 30.0 24.2
==
Adult stu: hum serv  74.4 69.0  70.0 | 7l.4 123.17 2.4 16.5
Adult stu: govt org 76.9 73.8 70.0 74.7 30.8 |11.9 50.0 24.2
Adult stu: con ed 61.5 73.8 60.0 67.0 10.3 7.1 10.0 8.8
Adult stu: oth orgs 53.8 69.0 40.0 59.3 20.5 11.9 30.0 17.6
Adult stu: research 66.7 50.0 70.0 59.3 12.8 9.5 50.0 13.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 66.7 68.2 63.3 | 67.0 20.9  10.3 17.4
TOTALS, SECS. I -~ V 73.0 67.8 82.1 71.6 34.8 28.7 53.5 34.0

See Table 14 footnotes (page 172) for explanation of figures displayed.
See pages 94~96 for rationale of symbol system.
clusters is defined on page 163.

Composition of adult-enrollment

17520) |

Full wording of practices is provided in Table
4, page 113, and Table 8, page 128.




Table 15a
Percentages of "Yes" Responses of Faculty to "Usage-Only" Questions
According to Adult-Enrollment Cluster;
Percentages of Blanks of Whole Group

5% 102 152 Total
Adults Adults Adults
% Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes (% Blank)

SECTION VI: Recognition of Work with Adult Students

Mentioned work with adult students

in faculty report? 25.6 19.0 70.0 f27.4 0 (12.12

i

Received recognition via faculty i
reward system? 5.1 2.4 10.0 boobdoe (15.4)

Received recognition from |
sources outside university? 15.4 2.4 1.0 (13.2)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 15.4 7.9 36.7 14.3  (13.6)

SECTION VII: Student Development Approach (optional section)

Designed or revised course to challenge students to

higher cognitive development? ) 20.5 33.3 50.0 29.7  (52.7)
higher ego/personality development? 2.6 16. 4.3 (52.7)
higher moral/ethical development? 5.1 i?f.a’z D 17.6 (52.7)

Designed or revised course to

respond to learning styles? 10.3 23.8 50.0 '20.9 (52.7)
develop internal evaluation? 15.4 26.2 40.0 23.2 (52.7)
respond to 1eeds for application? 17.9 22.6 50.0 21.1  (52.7)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 12.0 22.6 50.0 | 21,1 (52.7)

See Table 14 footnotes (page 172) for explanation of system of highlighting
significantly differing figures.
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Tabhle 16
Proponence and Usage of Faculty (n=91) According tc Gender, Rank, and Teaching Level

PROPONENCE USAGE
("Are you a proponent of this practice?™) ("Is this your practice?™)
GENDER ACALEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL
M F PROF ASSO ASST U6 uG/c G ALL M F PROF ASS0 ASST UG Uuc/c ¢ ALL
N= 75 16 43 7 21 11 70 8 91 75 16 11 _7 21 11 70 8 9]

SECTION I: Prac.ices Pertaining to Instructional Modes

|
Corresp eaching 17.3 25,0 [11.6 22.2 28.6 9.1 21.4 12.5 |18.7 1.3 0 0 3.7 0 0 1.4 0 | 1.1
Indep study superv 93.3 87.5 |86.0 1000 95.2 100.0 90.0 100.0 |92.3 || 78.7 01.3 |76.7 92.6 6.7 | 81.8 80.0 87.5 |79.1
g Off-campus teaching 68.0 50.0 |58.1 66.7 76.2  45.5 65.7 75.0 |64.8 | 16.0 18.8 [14.0 25.9 9.5 | 9.1 15.7 37.5 | 16.5
3 Eve/weekend teaching  86.7 75.0 |83.7 88.9 81.0  81.8 82.9 100.0 |84.6 :34.7 37.5 {39.5 29.6 33.- | 0 [40.0]50.0 {35.2
Con B4 (self-init’d)  85.3200.0 |79.1 $6.3 95.z  90.9 85.7 100.0 ,87.9 [ 227 31.3 |20.9 25.9 28.6 | 36.4 21.4 3.5 | 24.2
Con Ed (response) 78.7 93.8 |69.8 85.2[100.0] 3.6 81.4100.0 81.3 | 9.3 6.3 | 9.3 3.7 143 | 9.1 7.1 8.8
Indiv°z’d contract B0.0 93.8 | 7604 96.3 81.0  72.7 84.3100.0 82.6 | 53.3 75.0 | 60.5 55.6 52.4 | 5.5 55.7 7.5 | 57.1
Expe -lential lrng 84.0 93.8 |76.7 92.6 95.2 100.0 B1.4 100.0 | 85.7 547 56.3 |48.8 $6.7 52.4 | 72.7 52.9 62.. |54.9
Competency-based 62.7 56.3 |62.8 51.9 71.6  54.5 61.4 75.0 |61.5 | 24.0 31.3 |27.9 14.8 33.3 | 16.2 24.3 50.0 | 25.3
Interdis course 2.0 100.0 [93.0 96.3 90.5 [72.7]95.7100.0 |93.4 [[46.7 42.8 |53.5 444 333 | 18.2 529 37.5 | 46.2
Work with UWW stu 77.3 93.8 | 74.4 88.9 B1.0 . 63.6 82.9 87.5 |80.2 [ 38.7 31.3 |[44.2]44.6 14.3 | 56.5 35.7 3.5 | 37.4
SECTION SUBTOTALS 75.0 79.0 |70.0[80.5]81.4 | 68.6 75.7 B6.4 |75.7 hsa.s 7.5 |35.9 37.0 30.7 | 32.2% 35.2% 46.6% | 35.1
(continued)
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Table 16, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL
M F PROF ASSO ASST UG Uc/c G M F ASSO ASST G Us/c G ALL
N=75 16 43 27 2 1m0 8 75 16 27 21 1 70 8 91
SECTION II: Academic Advising and Support Practices
Consider adult age 53.3 75.0 | 67.4 4B.1 47.6 | 72.7 52.9 62.5 48.0 [75.0 48.1 42.9 |54.5 54.3 50.0 |52.3
Consider experience 76.0 93.8 | Bl.4 77.8 76.2 | B1.B 77.1 87.5 65.3 70.4 66.7 |63.6 71.4 87.5 |70.3
Portfolio help 57.3 81.3 | 48.8 [77.8] 66.7 | 54.5 60.0 75.0 25.3 18.8 25.9 14.3 | 36.4 22.9 25.0 |24.2
Flexible curriculum 89.3 87.5 | 83.” 96.3 90.5 [100.0 B87.1 87.5 69.3 87.5 77.8 66.7 |72.7 75.7 62.5 |72.5
Indiv°z°d planning 88.0 100.0 | 86.0 92.6 95.2 | 90.9 88.6 100.0 48.0 43.8 4.4 3B.1 [63.6 47.1 37.5 |47.3
Eve/weekerd advsg 69.8 59.3 | 70.7 50.0 67.0 | 54.5 5.7 87.5 53.3 43.8 46.4 52.4 |27.3 52.9 87.5 |51.6
Off-campus advsg 57.3 31.3 | 53.5 51.9 52.4 | 36.4 54.3 62.5 24.0 25.0 25.9 9.5 |27.3 24.3 25.0 |24.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 70.3 74.1 | 70.1 72.0 71.4 [ 70.1 69.4 80.4 47.6 55.4 | 48.1 41.5 |49.3 50.0 53.6 |49.0
SECTION TTT: Course Design and Practices

Incotp life exprce 57.3 81.3 | 48.8 ]77.?, €6.7 | 45.5 61.4 75.0 32.0 56.3 48.1 28.6 |[27.3 37.1 50.0 |36.3
vary struciure 78.7 B87.5 | 76.7 B1.5 85.7 | 72.7 Bl.4 87.5 60.0 [ 87.5] 66.7 66.7 |63.6 67.1 62.5 [64.8
Vary faculty role 80.0 87.5 | 76.7 B5.2 85.7 | 72.7 B2.9 87.5 64.0 B87.5 74.1 66.7 | 4.5 71.4 75.0 |68B.1
Vary delivery mode ao.o 74.4 92.6 90.5 | 81.8 85.7 75.0 64.0 |100.0 les.2]76.2 | 54.5 75.7 62.5 |70.3
SECTION SUBTOTALS 74.0 89.1 | 69.2 B84.3 82.1 | 68.2 77.9 81.2 55.0 [ 82.8 68.5 59.5 | 50.0 62.9 62.5 |59.9
(continued)
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Table 16, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL
M F PROF ASSO AL.T UG UG/c G ALL M F PROF ASSO ASST UG UG/¢ G ALL
N= 75 16 43 27 21 11 70 8 9] 75 16 11 27 21 11 70 8 91
SECTION IV: Faculty Development Practices
Conf: Student lrng 69.3 75.0 | 58.1 76.2 63.6 70.0 75.0 | 70.3 17.3 31.3 | 20.9 18.5 19.0 | 27.3 21.4 O }19.8
Conf: Adult lrng 69.3 68.8 58.1 81.5 76.2 63.6 68.6 75.0 | 69.2 6.7 18.8 7.0 11.1 9.5 18.2 8.6 0 8.8
Conf: Stu assessmt 60.0 68.8 53.5 .4 66.7 36.4 62.9 75.0 | 61.5 16.0 18.8 | 20.9 18.5 4.8 27.3 17.1 0 16.5
Local conf particpn 72.0 68.8 55.8 | 88.9 81.0 63.6 71.4 75.0 | 71.4 20.0 18.8 | 20.9 22.2 14.3 18.2 22.9 0 19.8
Leadership efforts 58.7 62.5 62.8 63.0 47.6 72.7 58.6 62.5 ] 59.3 8.0 6.3 7.0 11.1 4.8 9.1 8.6 0 7.7
Reading: adult stu 64.0 62.5 | 62.8 66.7 61.9 54.5 67.1 50.0 | 63.7 9.3 25.0 { 14.0 11.1 9.5 9.1 1.4 25.0 |12.1
SECTION SUBTOTALS 65.6 67.7 58.5 75.9 68.3 59.1 66.4 68.8 | 65.9 12.9 19.8 | 15.1 15.4 10.3 18.2 15.0 4.2 | 14.1
SECTION V: Service and Research

Adult stu: bu3/ind 72.0 62.5 | 67.4 74.1 71.4 63.6 70.0 87.5 | 70.3 25.3 18.8 | 27.9 18.5 23.8 18.2 22.9 50.0 { 24.2
Adult stu: hum serv 72.0 68.8 69.8 74.1 71.4 63.6 72.9 75.0 | 71.4 14.7 25.0 | 23.3 11.1 9.5 9.1 14.3 [50.0]] 16.5
Adult stu: govt org 74.7 75.0 | 69.8 77.8 81.0 63.6 74.3 87.5 | 74.7 26.7 12.5 | 32.6 22.2 9.5 9.1 24.3 50.0 | 24.2
Adult stu: con ed 70.7 50.0 60.5 70.4 76.2 63.6 64.3 87.5 | 67.0 9.3 6.3 |11.6 3.7 9.5 9.1 106.0 0 8.8
Adult stu: oth orgs 37.5 55.8 63.0 61.9 45.5 60.0 75.0 { 59.3 20.0 6.3 | 20.9 18.5 9.5 9.1 17.1 37.¢ |17.6
Adult stu: research 56.0 75.0 48.8 63.0 76.2 45.5 58.6 75.0 | 59.3 13.3 12.5 | 16.3 14.8 4.8 0 12,9 }37.5]] 13.2
SECTION SUBTOTALS 68.2 61.4 62.0 70.4 73.0 57.6 66.7 81.3 | 67.0 13.2 13.5 | 22.1 14.8 11.1 9.1 16.9 37.5 | 17.4

267
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Table 16, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL GENDER ACADEMIC RANK TEACHING LEVEL
M F PROF ASSO ASST UG UG/ G ALL M F PROF ASSO ASST UG Uuec/G G ALL
N= 75 16 43 27 21 11 70 8 91 75 16 11 27 21 11 70 8 91
TOTALS, SECS. I -V 71.4 74.1 66.5 76.6 75.6 65.2 71.4 80.5 ]| 71.6 32.9 39.1 | 35.6 35.3 29.3 31.3 34.7 40.8 | 34.0

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmat.ve responses. Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of
affirmative responses at P £ .05. F tests were distributed on c-1 and n-c-1 degrees of freedom, where n is the total sample
size and c is the number of classifications.

*Analysis of variance indicated significant differences among subgroups in Sec. I subtotals, but a posteriori contrast
tests did not pinpoint subgroups having greatest influence on those differences.

|

—
=] Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is significantly different from (higher or lower
© than) the underlined figure(s). (See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol system.)

Abbreviation.. Full wording of practices listed in the faculty instrument is provided in Table 4, page 113, and Table 8,

page 128.

P
l\(\‘(' 2& U
'\)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




GENDER
M F
75 16
X Yes X Yes

Table 1l6a
Percentages of "Yes" Responses of Faculty to "Usage-Only" Questions
According to Gender, Rank, and Teaching Level; Percentages of Blanks of Whole Group

ACADEMIC RANK
PROF ASSO ASST
43 27 21
ZYes X Yes X Yes

TEACHING LEVEL

uG uG/c G
11 70 8
ZYes X Yes X Yes

ALL
91
X2 Yes (% Blank)

SECTION VI: Recognition of Work with Adult Students

Mentioned work with aduit students

in faculty report? 26.7 31.3 25.6 33.3 23.8 18.2 25.7 50.0 27.4 (12.1)
Received recognition via faculty

Tevard system? 4.0 6.3 2 3.7 9.1 2.9 12.5 4.6 (15.4)
Received recognition from

sources outside university? 12.) 6.3 9.3 14.8 9.5 0 10.0 25.0 11.¢ (13.2)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 14.2 14.6 11.6 17.3 15.9 9.0 12.9 29.2 7 14.3 (13.6)

SECTION VII: Student Development Approach (optional section)

Designed or revised course to challenge students to

higher cognitive development? 28.0 37.5 27.9 29.6 33.3 18.2 32.9 25.0 29.7 (52.7)

higher ego/personality development? 12.0 25.0 11.6 11.1 23.8 0 17.1 12.5 14.3 (52.7)

higher moral/ethical development? 12;1 [::::] 11.6 22.2 23.8 0 22.9 0 17.6 (52.7)
Designed or revised course to

respond to learning styles? 17.3 37.5 18.6 18.5 28.6 18.2 22.9 12.5 20.9 (52.7)

develop internal evaluation? 20.0 37.5 20.9 18.5 33.3 18.2 25.7 12.5 23.1 (52.7)

respond to needs for application? 18.7 31.3 18.6 25.9 19.0 18.2 22.9 12.5 20.9 (52.7)
SECTION SUBTOTALS 18.2 34.3 18.2 21.0 27.0 12.1 24.0 12.5 21.1 (52.7;_-

L e e )

See Table 14 footnotes (page 172) for c¢xplanation of system of nighlighting significantly differing figures.
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Practices, Data Collection Practices, and Individual Advisor Practices.
(For this report, the second section has been more accurately termed,
in table headings, Credit Evaluation/Recommendation Practices.) The
usage q.estion appended to the first three sections was “Is this your
unit”s practice?”; a more personal response was sought in the last
section by means of "Is this your practice?"

Forty-nine academic advisors, 31 males and 18 females, provided
usable responses to the instrument. Thirty-seven are in faculty posi-
tions, 12 are in staff positions (hereafter designated as roles).
Authority level is represented by the symbols 1-A, advisors with first-
line authority and signatory power in large organizational units; 2-A,
advisors with secona~line authority to those in l-A or first-~line
authority in a smaller academic program; 3-A, chief undergraduate
advisors for departments and CASIAC; and 3-C, advisors in specialized
satellite units (see Participants section of Chapter III). The number
of respondents at each level is 1-A, 11; 2~-A, 5; 3-A, 38; and 3-C, 5.
Their school, college, faculty, or other advising-unit affiliations are
listed in the response-rate report at Lhe beginning of this chapter and
in Table 17. By self-report, the respondents were placed in one of
four "load" categories according to the proportion of adults they
customarily advise: No Adults, 6; 1/4 or Fewer, 38; 1/4-1/2, 3; and 1/2
or More, 2.

Advisors in the School of Management and ii. CASIAC (College of
Arts and Sciences Information and Advising Center) are slightly under-
reperesented in comparison with the numbers of persons surveyed in
those units. Males, although they constitute nearly two-thirds of the

respondent group, are slightly underrepresented in comparison to fe-
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males. Advisors at the 3-C level are underrepresented in comparison to
those at the other authority levels.

The School of Management and the School of Health and Physical
Edrcation are each represented in the data by only one resr Jing
advisor. Their responses are included at sectional summary points, in
totals for the instrument, and when data are aggregated accurding to
adult-enrollment cluster, adult-advisee load, role, authority level,
and gender. When scores are displayed or described according to
school, college, faculty, or other advising unit, MGT and PHE are
omitted, both for confidentiality reasons and because single-member
cells are excluded from analysis of variance procedures.

Academic advisors, on the average, are proponents of almost 75% of
the practices named in the advisor instrument and users of more than
50%. This ratio holds for whole-group total scores and at all four
sectional summary points (see Table 17). Proponence and usage scores
at these summary points are closer to each other, in a fairiy uniform
pattern, than they were in either the unit-head or faculty data. While
response varies within and between subgroups and from practice to
practice, such variation is traceable to a few subgroups or a few items
of practice, especially where an occasional 0-100% range of scores is
noted.

Visual inspection of scores of the whole group across individual
items brings out a second outstanding characteristic: Proponeace and
usage are both relatively high for nearly half the practices in the
instrument. The closest "matches” will be listed below. There are

also practices for which wide gaps between proponence and usage are
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apparent; none of the disparities appears to be as extreme, however, as
those brought out in the faculty report.

The six types of aggregation of respondent data for which results
of analysis are reported here are unit affiliation (school, college,
faculty, other advising unit), adult~enrollment cluster, faculty/staff
role, adult-advisee load, gender, and authority level. The latter four
are treated in descending order by :che number of findings which emerged
from examination of data in those categories. Subgroup sizes, propo-
nence scores, and usage scores are presented by school, college, facul-
ty, or other advising unit affiliation in Table 17; by adult-enrollment
cluster in Table 18; by gender and adult-advisee load in Table 19; and
by role and authority level in Table 20.

As the array of symbols marking varistion in tables indicates,
there are more significant differences in proponence among advisors
than among faculty, fewer proponence differences among advisors than
among unit heads. Proportionately more of the advisor differences in
proponence emerged from the adult-advisee-load aggregation than from
any of the other five configurations of data. The numbzr of signifi-
cant differences in usage among advisors is about equal to that among

faculty, but greater than the number among unit heads.

School, College, Faculty, or Other Advising Unit Affiliation

When scores are displayed across 1l organizational units, as they
are in Table 17, the closest, most broadly uniform matches between
proponence for and usage of a practice can readily be seen. They
concern (a) the unit-level practices of advising students about other
advising sources, personal counseling sources, and earning credit via

independent study, and (b) the individual-advisor-level practices of

4 .
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helping students to plan individualized majors and, in general, to find

ways of making the university curriculum more flexible.

There are only four findings of statistically significant dif-
ferences in proponence scores across the 1l units in this aggregation.
In all four cases, either the Natural Sciences and Mathematics advisors
or the Social and Behavioral Sciences advisors have a proponence score
significantly lower than the scores of most of the other units. For
NSM, one finding is at the subtotal level, for Practices Pertaining to
the Availability of Advising; the other pertains to a specific prac-
tice, collecting academic needs data about the unit°s advisees. The
SBS findings concern the collection of two kinds of information about
the unit”s advisees: student descriptive data (such as class status and

enrollment status) and data on previous learning experience (such

information as transfer credit and credit awarded by examination or
equivalency). In usage, the NSM, SBS, and Health Sciences advisors
have significantly lower usage scores than several other units for the
collection of :cademic-needs data.

Several sets of such multiple findings of difference for indivi-
dual data-collection practices emerged, taxing the system of symbols
devised to depict such relationships in Table 17. The SBS advisor
subgro1p is statistically lower-scoring in usage of most of the data-
collection practices. HSC advisors are in the significantly lower
position for half of the items. The cumulative effect of such dif-
ferences can be seen in the section subtotal, where SBS, NSM, and HSC
usage scores are all significantly lower than those of various other

advisor subgroups.
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Findings in the Credit Evaluation/Recommendation Practices section
also target SBS, NSM, and HSC a’ _Cors, along with the Engineering
advisors, as having significantly lower scores than other subgroups
concerning these practices: advising students about earning credit via
continuing-education courses (SBS); via UWW courses (NSM, ENG); and via
interdisciplinary courses (HSC). The ENG advisors have a significantly
higher usage score than seven other units for advising students about
earning credit via media-delivered courses.

Both ENG and the Education advisor subgroup are statistically
different from several other units. They have higher usage scores for
having persons in the unit who have undergone special training/reading
about advising adults. For EDU advisors, this difference and perhaps
others not detected at the individual-item level are reflected at the
Section I subtotal level.

Of all the variations listed above, only those concerning one
subgroup accumulated sufficiently by the total-score point to produce a
finding of significant difference: The SBS advisor subgroup has a
significantly lower overall usage score than all comparison units

except HSC.

Adult-Enrol lment Cluster

Academic-advisor data in the previous, ll-unit aggregation were
compressed into three clusters corresponding to average percentages of
enrolled adult undergraduates. This produced a 5% cluster (FNR + SBS
+ CAS + PHE + MGT = 16 advisors), a 10% cluster (HFA + NSM + ENG = 21

advisors), and a 15% cluster (EDU + HSC = 6 advisors). While the

reduction was undertaken with an intent and in a manner similar to

regroupings of unit-head and faculty data, it produced far less benefi-
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cial results than those earlier manipulations. Affecting the process
was the necessary exclusion of six advisors (in the llth category,
"other advising unit") because their programs are not associated with
any one enrollment entity. Figures in Table 18 are thus based on
responses of 43 persons instead of 49.

Obscured Finding. Many findings listed under the ll-unit aggrega-

tion did not emerge in another form when enrollment clucters became the
focus of analysis. No longer detectable were findings concerning
differences in usage of credit evaluation/recommendation practices, or
most of the findings of difference in usage of data collection prac-~
tices. One finding obscured formerly detectable extremes: The usage
score of advisors in the 15% cluster, statistically higher than the 5%
and 10X clusters” scores for having persons in the unit with special
training/reading pertaining to advising adults, has as its components
an EDU advisor score of 100% and an HSC advisor score of zero.

New Findings. Four new findings of variation resulted from re-

ducing the data to three clusters. Advisors in the 15% cluster have
the significantly higher usage score for evening/weekend advising, off-~
campus advising, and collection of socioeconomic data about advisees,
and concerning individual~advisor usage of special reading about adult

students.

Adult-Advisee Load

Examination of advisor data according to the self-reported adult-
advisee load produced m.:e findings of proponence differences than any
other configuration of the data, and a similar number of findings about
usage differences. The broadest indicators are the total scores: The

No Adults advisors” total proponence score is significantly lower than
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the three other advisee-load groups” scores. The 1/2 or More Adults
advisors have a significantly higher total usage score than thke No
Adults and 1/4 or Fewer subgroups. The !’‘4 or Fewer advisors have a
significantly higher total usage score than the No Adults advisors.

Six credit-award practices figured prominently in the examination
of advisor data according to adult-advisee load. (They are the same
practices singled out for special attention in the analysis of unit~
head data.) For unit heads the specific practices at issue are allow-
ing students to apply credit awarded via CLEP, PEP, and CEEB/AP exami-
nations and via equivalency procedures in ihree specific guides. For
advisors the related activity is advising students about the possibi-
lity of earning credit in these six ways. As was noted i1 the unit-
head discussion, the extent and nature of non-typical response to these
items provide interesting qualifiers of findings. The tally of non-
typical responses from advisors about four of the six items--PEP exami-
nations and the three equivalency procedures--indicate some unfamili-
arity or uncertainty about these practices; such comments and "blanks"
(failures to respond) accounted for from 14% to 22% of the proponence
and usage data for these four practices. The findings displayed in
Table 19 should be considered in light of these ambiguous or missing
data. The No Adults advisors have a significantly lower proponence
score than other load subgroups for these practices. On the usage
side, the 1/2 or More Adults advisors have the significantly higher
score among the four subgroups.

Elsewhere in the instrument data, one finding was samewhat
anticipated and one was not anticipated. The usage scores of the two

advisor subgroups which see the greater proportions of adult advisees
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are significantly higher than those of the other two "load” groups

concerning the persomnal practice of taking a leadership role in causing
other advisors to broaden their knowledge of adult learners/learning.
Nuc expected was that proponence and usage scores of the Wo Adults
advisnrs are significantly lower than the others for advising students

about earning credit via continuing-education courses.

Role

A consideration of data according to faculty or staff advisor
designation ("role") produced findings which are few in number but
consistent in direction and level. Every finding placed the Staff
subgroup in the higher-scoring position. As shown in Table 20, propo-
nence scores differ significantly at the total point and at three of
the four subtotal points, suggesting that smaller differences not
detectable statistically at the individual-item level were sufficiently
cumulative to register at summary levels. At the item level, three
areas of significant variation have in common the acquisition of
knowledge about adult learners: having trained persoms in the unit,
personally taking leadership roles in encouraging such training, and

personally reading about adult students.

Gender
Although very little new information resulted from examining advi-
sor data aggregated by gender, the nature of the scattered findings
makes them worth noting. All of the findings concern proponence
scores, and in e¢ach the score of Female advisors is significantly

l.igher than that of Male advisors.




Variation in proponence for individual-advisor practices (Section

IV) is evident at the subtotal level in Table 19. Responses to two
practices in particular contribute to the summary-point finding: Female
advisors score statistically higher for undertaking reading about adult
students and for te! ing a leadership role in encouraging other advisors
to broaden their knowledge of adult learners/learning. Female advisors
also score significantly higher for having some persons in the unit who
have undertaken special train ng/reading about advising adults, and for
advising students about courses having an experiential-learning compo-

ant.

Authority Level

Contrary to expectations, the aggregating factor of authority
level produced almost no findings of significant difference. Those few
place the 1-A advisors in the significantly higher-scoring position in
relation to one or more of the other three levels (see Table 20).

Two authority-level findings somewhat support results which

)’ emerged in all five of the other aggregations. The analysis of
variance indicated usage differences among authority levels for under-
taking special reading about adult students, but differences were not
great enough for one subgroup to be singled out as statistically
higher. For having some persons in the unit who have undertaken
training/reading about ardvising adults, the 1-A advisors are highest-

scoring subgroup in proyonence; the 3-A advisors score lowest in usage.

o 19F<U
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Table 17
Proponence and Usage of Academic Advisors (n=49)
According to School, College, Faculty, or Other Advising Unit Affiliation

PROPONENCE USAGE
(“Are you a proponent of this practice?”™) ("Is this your unit’s’s practice?")
CAS IFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, OTH ALL CAS HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, OTH ALL
N, 6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE* 6 49 6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE* 6 49
SECTION I: Practices Pertaining to Availability of Adviuing
Eve/weekend adveg  83.3 60.0 25.0 O 100.0 50.0 83.3 50.0 - 83.3]67.3 0 20.0 25.0 O 75.0 O 16.7 50.0 - 16.7]|22.4
off-campus advag 50.0 33.3 0 0 75.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 - 50.0[38.8 0 20.0 25,0 0 50.0 O 0 50.0- 16.7]16.3
Info other advsg  100.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 | 97.9 [|100.0 100.0 150.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 |100.0
Info pers couns 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 p00.0 |100.0 93.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 | 98.0
Computer advsg 66.7 46.7 0 50.0 75.0 100.0 66.7 50.0 - 33.3|51.0{ 33.3 0 0 0 ¢ 50.0 0 0 - 0] 6.1
Prog for var nds 100.0 86.7 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 [ 89.8 | 83.3 66.7 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3]77.6
Trng adult adveg  83.3 46.7 25.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 100.0 - 83.3 653 o 6.7 o0 0 [10..0ff00:0} 33.3 0 - su.0" 26.5
SEC SUBTOTALS z-ag_Tg 67.6 [39.3] 50.0 92.3 85.7 81.0 78.6 - 78.6|72.9|f 45.2 43.8 42.9 35.7 [75.0] 64.3 47.6 57.0 - 50.0 | 49.5
SECTION II: Credit Evaluation/Recompendation Practices
Advising about possibili.y of
CLEP exams 100.0 66.7 50.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 - 100.0 | 81.6 | 83.3 60.0 50.0 O 75.0 100.0 83.3 50.0 - 100.0 | 69.4
PEP exams 50.0 46.7 25.0 50.0 75.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 66.7 |61.2 | 16.7 33.3 0 0 25.0 50.0 66.7 O - 16.7|28.6
CEEB/AP exams 100.0 66.7 75.0 50.0 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 | 83.7 || 83.3 53.3 50.0 O 25.0 10c.0 83.3 0 - 66.7|57.1
Dept exams 100.0 80.0 75.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3(85.7 | 83,3 66.7 75.0 0 75.0 100.0 66.7 50.0 - 66.7 |67.3
Milit equiv’cy 66.7 26.7 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 33.3 50.0 - 66.7|42.9 ] 33.3 6.7 50.0 O 25.0 50.0 50. 0 - 33.3}2.5
(cont inued)
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Table 17, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
' CAS HFA *“SM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, (;';I_l__;l_‘l_.m CAS HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, OTH ALL
6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE 6 49 6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE 6 49
Training equiv'cy 66.7 33.3 50.0 50.0 75.0 50.0 16.7 50.0 - 66.7] 4.9 16.7 6.7 50.0 0 25.0 50.0 33.3 0 - 33.3]20.4
NY Regents exams 66.7 26.7 50.0 50.0 75.0 50.0 0 50.0 - 66.7)42.9|] 16.7 0 50.0 0 25.0 50.0 16.7 0 - 16.7|14.3
Correap atudy 66.7 40.0 25.0 50.0 25.0 0 33.3 0 - 50.0] 36.7(f 50.0 26.7 50.0 0 25.0 0 16.7 0 - 33.3]26.5
Indep study 100.0 80.0 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0| 89.8[(100.0 80.0 100.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 | 89.8
Off-campus progs 100.0 80.0 75.0 50.0 75.0 50.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3| 81.6|(100.0 66.7 75.0 0 75.0 50.0 66.7 50.0 - 66.7 |69.4
Con Ed courses 100.0 86.7 100.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3| 87.8{100.0 86.7 100.0 @100.0 50.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3 185.7
UWW courses 100.0 80.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 83.3 100.0 - 83.3] 81.6{/100.0 l_-_‘?:% @ 0 75.0 C(_):' 83.3 50.0- 83.3167.3
Media del courses 66.7 33.3 25.0 50.0 75.0 100.0 66.7 100.0 - 33.3| 51.0{| 16.7 O o o 50.0 33.3 0 - 0 }14.3
Experiential lrng 100.0 80.0 75.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0| 85.7}} 83.3 80.0 75.0 0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 | 81.6
Interdis courses 100.0 93.3 75.0 100.0 1€0.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0)] 93.9}{100.0 93.3 75.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 83.3 m- 130.0 | 85.7
SEC SUBTOTALS 85.6 61.3 58.3 56.7 81,7 70.0 67.8 83.3 - 78.9| 70.1|| 65.6 48.9 53.3 6.7 60.0 63.3 62.2 33 3 - 60.0|53.5
o SECTION III: Dara Collection Practices
Demographic data 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0]100.0|| 66.7 {_5_3-.3_:100.0 [__D:] 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 {89.8
Socio~con data 50.0 40.0 0 50.0 100.0 50.0 66.7 50.0 - 5S0.0| 46.9(| 16.7 26.7 0 0 100.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 - 50.0|34.7
Stu deacrip data 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 50.0 ]100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0{ 98.0 !_%Q 100.0 100.0 EIO0.0 100.0 100.0 Egﬁr 100.0 |89.8
Stu progress data  100.0 93.3 100.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0| 95.9|] 83.3 93.3 75.0 Lf)—_lloo.o 100.0 10C.0 50.0 - 100.0 {85.7
Prev lrng data 100.0 100.0 100.0 {50.0}100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0| 98.0}] 66.7 LO_Q.'E' 100.0 m 100.0 100.0 100.0 [5-_(.):(2_:- 100.0 |87.8
Pers needs data 66.7 53.3 0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 50.0 - 50.0] 59.2]] 33.3 40.0 0 0 100.0 50.0 50.0 0 - 33.3]36.7
(continued)
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Table 17, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
CAS HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, OTH ALL CAS HFA NSM SBS EDU ENG FNR HSC MGT, OTH ALL
N= 6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE 6 49 6 15 4 2 4 2 6 2 PHE 6 49
- Py
Acad needs data  100.0 73.3 [©0] 50.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 6.7 {75.5 ||100.0 66.7 [©] ¥073100.0 100.0 100.0 0" - 6.7 |6s.3
Other sitn data 33.3 53.3 0 50.0 25.0 0 833 0 - 33.3]38.8 0 40.0 0 0 25.0 0 50.0 0 - 16.7 }22.4
- 13
SEC SUBTOTALS 81.2 77.7 50.0 56.2 90.6 81.2 91.7 75.0 - 75.0 {76.5 |} 58.3 70.0 ,46.9, [::] 90.6 75.0 81.2 37.5- 70.8]64.3
S == _ ____.__ === ———
SECTION IV: Individual Advisor Practices
USAGE
("1s this your [personal} practice?”)
Indiv’z’d plng 100.0 93.3 75.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 |91.8 {j100.0 93.3 50.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 | 87.8
Flex curriculum 100.0 100.0 75.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 |93.9 {|100.0 93.3 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 | 89.8
Adult 1lrng wksp 100.0 60.J) 75.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 - 100.0 |81.6 || 33.3 6.7 0 0 50.0 0 16.7 0 - 33.3]16.3
Leadership eff 83.3 46.7 25.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 50.0 - 83.3 [65.3 [ 16.7 0 0 50.0 50.0 33.3 0 - 33.3|20.4
Reading:adult stu 100.0 53.3 50.0 0 100.0 100.0 83.3 50.0 - 83.3 {69.4 16.7 13.3 25.0 0 'LZ5_.(_) _0_ 50.0 - 50.0] 26.5
SEC SUBTOTALS 96.7 70.7 60.0 40.0 100.0 100.0 83.3 80.0 - 93.3 [80.4 || 53.3 41.3 25.0 30.0 [80.0]60.0 43.3 50.0 - 63.3]48.2
INSTRUMENT TOTAL 85.7 67.4 52.8 52.8 88.6 80.0 78.1 80.0 - 80.0 |73.6 51.6 ﬁé:z 14.3 Zgig 65.7 ElLQ. 41.4 - 61.4] 54.4

M¥58.l

*The School of Management (MGT) and the School of Physical Education (PHE) £.e each represented in advisor data by only one

respondent.

classificatinns.

For confidentiality reasons, MGT and PHE figures were exciuded from Table 17.
centages of affirmative responses.
Symbols.
(higher or lower than) the underlined figure(s).
or lower than) the figure(s) underscored with dashes.

Note.

Figures shown are per-
Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of affirmative responses at p <
In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is significantly different from

A figure in a dashed-line rectangle is significantly different from (high cr
Double asterisks (**) identify these additional significant differ-

ences: “Trng adult advg,” OTH > HFA; "Prev lrng data,” HIFA > CAS; “Acad needs data,” HSC > CAS, HFA, EDU, FNR; and Sec. I1I

subtotal, EDU > CAS.

(See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol systeam.)




Table 18
Proponence and Usage of Academic Advisors (n=49)
According to Three Adult-Enrollment Clusters

PROPONENCE USAGE
("Are you a proponent ("Is this your unit’s
of this practice?") practice?")
52 10% 15 Total 5% 10% 152 Total
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults

N 16 21 6 a3l 16 21 6 43l

SECTION I: Practices Pertaining to Availability of Advising
Eve/weekend advsg 5.0 52.4 83.3 65.1 lz;é 12;2 40.2 23.3
Off-campus adveg 7.5  28.6  66.7 |37.2 || 0  19.0 16.3
Info other advsg 3.0 95.2 100.0 97.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 (100.0
Info pers couns ).0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.2 100.0 97.7
Computer advsg '.5 42.9 66.7 53.5 : 12.5 4.8 0 7.0
Prog for var nds 3.8 81.0 100.0 88.4 * 81.3 66.7 100.0 76.7
Trng adult advsg 8.8 47.6 100.0 62.8 18.8 14.3 66 .7 23.3
SEC SUBTOTALS 76.8 63.9 -88.1 72.7 46.4 45.6 69.0 49.2

SECTION II: Credit Evaluation/Recommendation Practices

Advising about possibility of

CLEP exams 87.5 66.7 100.0 79.1 68.8 61.9 66.7 65.1
PEP exaus 68.8 47.6 83.3 60.5 37.5 28.6 16.7 30.2
CEEB/AP exams 93.8 71.4 83.3 81.4 68.8 57.1 16.7 55.8
Dept exams 87.5 81.0 100.0 86.0 62.5 71.4 66.7 67.4
Milit equiv”cy 43.8 33.3 50.0 39.5 31.3 19.0 16.7 23.3
Training equiv’cy 37.5 38.1 66.7 41.9 18.8 19.0 16.7 18.6

NY Regents exams 37.5 33.3 66.7 39.5 12.5 14.3 16.7 14.0
Corresp study 43.8 33.3 16.7 34.9 25.0 28.6 16.7 25.6
Indep study 93.8 81.0 100.0 88.4 87.5 85.7 100.0 88.4
0ff-campus progs 87.5 76.2  83.3 81.4 75.0  66.7 66.7 | 69.8

Con Ed courses 87.5 85.7 100.0 88.4 81.3 85.7 100.0 86.0

UWW courses 87.5 71.4  100.0 8l.4 81.3 52.4 66.7 65.1

Media del courses 62.5 38.1 83.3 53.5 18.8 9.5 33.3 16.3

Experiential lrng 81.3 81.0 100.0 83.7 68.8 81.0 100.0 79.1

(continued)
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Table 18,

PROPONENCE USAGE
continued
5% 102 152  Total 5% 102 152 Total
Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults Adults

N= 16 21 6 43 16 21 6 43
Interdis courses 100.0 85.7 100.0 93.0 87.5 85.7 66.7 83.7
SEC SUBTOTALS 73.3 61.6 82.2 68.8 55.0 51.1 51.1 52.6

SECTION III: Data Collection Practices
Demographic data 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 75.0 95.2 100.0 88.4
Socioecon data 50.0 33.3 83.3 46.5 25.0 23.8 83.3 32.6
Stu descrip data 93.8 100.0 100.0 97.7 75.0 100.0 83.3 88.4
Stu progress data 93.8 95.2 100.0 95.3 75.0 90.5 83.3 83.7
Prev lrog data 93.8 100.0 100.0 | 97.7 || es.8 83.3 | 86.0
Pers needs data 68.8 47.6 83.3 60.5 31.3 33.3 66.7 37.2
Acad needs data 87.5 61.9 100.0 76.7 81.3 57.1 66.7 67.4
Other sitn data 50.0 38.1 16.7 39.5 18.8 28.6 16.7 23.3
SEC SUBTOTALS 79.7 72.0 85.4 76.7 56.2 66.1 72.9 63.4

SECTION IV: Individual Advisor Practices

USAGE
("Is this your [personal}
practice?”)

Indiv’z°d plng 87.5 90.5 100.0 90.7 87.5 81.0 100.0 86.0
Flex curriculum 87.5 95.2 100.0 93.0 87.5 85.7 100.0 88.4
Adult 1lrng wksp 87.5 66.7 100.0 79.1 18.8 4.8 33.3 14.0
Leadership eff  75.0 47.6 83.3 | 62.8 | 25.0 4.8 18.6
Reading:adult stu 75.0 57.1 83.3 67.4 6.3 23.8 66.7 23.3
SEC SUBTOTALS 82.5 71.4 93.3 78.6 45.0 40.0 70.0 46.0
INSTRUMENT TOTAL 76.8% 65.9* 85.7¢ 72.7 52.1 51.8 62.4 53.4

lsix advisors in "other advising unit" subgroup, having no enrollment category
equivalent, were omitted from Table 18.

See Table 17 footnotes (page 193) for explanation of figures displayed.

See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol system.
clusters is defined on page 186.

5, page 116, and Table 9, page 132.

195 278

Composition of adult-enrollment
Full wording of practices is provided in Table




PROPONENCE

Table 19
Proponence and Usage of Academic Advisors (n=49) According to Gender and Adult-Advisee Load

(“Are vou a proponent of this practice?")

USAGE

("Is this your unit’s practice?")

GENDER ADULT-ADVISEE LOAD GENDER ADULT-ADVISEE LOAD
Male Female No 1/4 or 1/4- 1/2 or Total Male Female No 1/4 or 1/4- 1/2 or Total
Adults Fewer 1/2 More Adults Fewer 1/2 More
N= 31 18 6 38 3 2 49 31 18 6 38 3 2 49
SECTION I: Practices Pertaining to Availability of Advising
Eve/weekend advsg 67.7 66.7 50.0 65.8 100.0 100.0 67.3 22.6  22.2 0 21.0 66.7 50.0 22.4
Off-campus advsg  35.5 44.4 33.3  34.2  66.7 100.0 38.8 12.9  22.2 16.7 13.2 33.3  50.0 16.3
Info other advsg 96.8 100.0 |100.0 97.4 100.0 100.0 97.9 100.0 100.0 [100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  |100.0
Info pers couns 100.0 100.0 [1€0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.8 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.0
Computer advsg 58.1 38.9 33.3  50.0 66.7 100.0 51.0 6.5 5.6 0 7.9 0 0 6.1
Prog for var nds  90.3 88.9 83.3 89.5 100.0 100.0 - 89.8 77.4 7.8 50.0 78.9 100.0 100.0 77.6
Trog adult adveg  51.6 83.3 57.9 100.0 100.0 | 65.3 22.6 33.3 0 21.0 [100.0] f1o0°0t | 26.5
SEC SUBTOTALS 7.4 754 | 69.0 707 90.5 100.0 | 72.9 | 48.4 516 | 38.0 48.5 71,41 | 49.5
SECTION II: Credit Evaluation/Recommendation Practices
:;;;;I;g about possibility ;;‘
CLEP exams 74.2 9.4 @Eﬁ:ﬁ 100.0 100.0 81.6 64.5 77.8 33.3  73.7 66.7 100.0 69.4
PEP exams 61.3  61.1 @ 65.8 100.0 100.0 61.2 35.5 16.7 0 316 O 28.6
CEEB/AP exams 7.4 9%.4 _50_.0_100.0 50.0 83.7 54.8 61.1 50.0 63.2 0 50.0 57.1
Dept exams 80.6 94.4 66.7 86.8 100.0 100.0 85.7 64.5 72.2 66.7 65.8 66.7 100.0 67.3
Milit equiviey 387 50.0 | [0] 44.7 66.7 100.0 | 42.9 22.6 27.8 | 0 23.7 33.3 24.5
) (continued)
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Table 19, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
;1;1; Female No 1/4or 1/4- 1/2 or Total Male F;n;le No 1/4 or 1/4- 1/2 or Total
Adults Fewer 1/2 More Adults Fewer 1/2 More
N= 31 18 6 38 3 2 49 3l 18 6 38 3 2 49
Training equiviey 38.7 55.6 | [0 ] 44.7 100.0 100.0 44.9 19.4  22.2 0 18.4 33.3 20.4
NY Regents exams  35.5 55.6 | [0 42.1 {00.0% 100.0 [ 42.9 12.9  16.7 0 1.2 0 14.3
Corresp study 29.0 50.0 | 16.7 42.1 33.0 0 36.7 25.8  27.8 0 31.6 333 0 26.5
Indep study 83.9 100.0 | 66.7 92.1 100.0 100.0 89.8 83.9 100.0 | 66.7 92.1 100.0 100.0 ; 89.8
Off-campus progs  83.9 77.8 | 66.7 84.2 66.7 100.0 81.6 71.0 66.7 | 66.7 68.4 66.7 100.0 | 69.4
Con Ed courses 87.1 88.9 |[[33.3] 9.7 100.0 100.0 87.8 | 83.9 8.9 ([33.3] 92. 100.0 100.0 | 85.7
UWW courses 77.4 88.9 |[33.3] 86.8 100.0 100.0 81.6 | 61.3 77.8 | 33.3 73.7 66.7 50.0 | 67.3
Media del courses 51,6 50.0 | 16.7 50.0 100.0 51.0 12.9  16.7 0 10.5 33.3 14.3
Experiential lrng  77.4 50.0 89.5 100.0 100.0 85.7 || 74.2 94.4 | 50.0 84.2 100.0 100.0 | 81.6
Interdis courses  93.5 94.4 | 83.3 94.7 100.0 100.0 93.9 83.9 88.9 | 83.3 84.2 100.0 100.0 | 85.7
SEC SUBTOTALS 6.0 77.0 |[36.4] 73.0 911 90.0 70.1 51.4  57.0 | 32,2 ss.1 s53.3 [86.7] | 53.5
""""""""""""""""" SECTION III: Data Collection Practices
o Ml
Demographic data 1000 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 [ 100.0 | 90.3 88.9 |100.0 86.8 100.0 100.0 | 8.8
Socioecon data 51.6  38.9 | 16.7 47.4 66.7 100.0 46.9 355 33.3 | 16.7 31.6 66.7 100.0 | 34.7
Stu descrip data  96.8 100.0 | 100.0 97.3 100.0 100.0 98.0 | 83.9 100.0 | 100.0 86.8 100.0 100.0 | 89.8
Stu progress data 9.8 94.4 | 100.0 94.7 100 0 100.0 95.9 b 83.9 88.9 | 100.0 81.6 100.0 100.0 | 85.7
Prev lrng data 96.8 100.0 | 100.0 97.4 190.0 100.0 9€.0 83.9 94.4 | 100.0 84.2 100.0 100.0 | 87.8
Pers needs data  61.3  55.6 (0] 63.2 100.0 100.0 59.2 || 38.7 33.3 0  39.4 66.7 50.0 | 36.7
(continued)
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Table 19, continued
PROPONENCE USAGE

Male No 1/4 or 1/4- 1/2 or Total Mrle Female No 174 or 1/4- 1/2 or Total
Adults Fewer 1/2 More Adults Fewer 1/2 More

31 6 38 3 2 49 6 38 3 2 49

Acad needs data . . 50.0 76.3 100.0 100.0 75.5 . . 50.0 .65.8 100.0 100.0 67.

Other sitn data . T 4407 0 50.0 . . . 16.7 23.7 0 . 22.

SEC SUBTOTALS . . .4 77.6 83.3 93.8 76.5 |64.5 63.9 60.4 62.5 . . | 64.

SECTION IV: Individual Advisor Practices

i
USAGE
("Is this your [personal] practice?")

Indiv'z d plng . . . . . 83.9 94.4 .3 86.8 100.0 100.0
Flex curriculum . . . . . 83.9 100.0 . .1 100.0 100.0
Adult lrng wksp . . . . . 19.4 11. ‘ . 0 50.0
Leadership eff 54.8 . . 22.6 16.

Reading:adult stu . . . . . 19.4 38.

SEC SUBTOTALS 2.9 . . . 45.8

INSTRUMENT TOTAL /1.0  78.1 . X X X 73.6 53.0 .8 ) HETS 54.4

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmative responses. Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted on numbers of
affirsative responses at p € .05. F tests were distributed on c-l1 and n-c~l degrees of freedom, where n is the total sample
size and ¢ is the number of classifications. Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectaugle is
significantly different from (higher or lower than) the underlined figure(s). A figure in a dashed-line rec.angle is
significantly different from (higher or lower than) the figure(s) underscored with dashes. (See pages 94-94 for rationale
of symbol system.)
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("Are you a preponent of this practice?")

Table 20
Proponence and Usage of Academic Advisors (n=49)
According to Faculty/Staff Role and Authority Level

USAGE
("Is this your unit’s practice?”)

PROPONENCE

ROLE AUTHORITY LEVEL ROLE AUTHORITY LEVEL
Faculty Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-C Total Faculty Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-C Total
N= 37 12 11 5 28 5 49 37 12 11 5 28 5 49
) SECTION I: Practices Perta‘ning to Availability of AC .sing

Eve/weekend advsg 62.2 83,3 81.8 80.0 53.6 100.0 67.3 24.3 16.7 27.3 40.0 17.9 20.0 22.4
Off-campus advsg 32.4 58.3 54.5 80.0 25.0 40.0 38.8 16.2 16.7 18.2 40.0 14.3 0 16.3
Info other advsg 97.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.4 100.0 97.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0
Info pers couns 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.4 100.0 98.0
Computer advsg 45.9  66.7 72.7 40.0 46.4 40.0 51.0 5.4 8.3 18.2 0 3.6 0 6.1
Prog for var nds 86.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 82.1 100.0 89.8 73.0 91.7 72.7 100.0 71.4 100.0 77.6
Trng adult advsg 56.8 |91.7 m 80.0 46.4 100.0 65.3 16 * [58_3] 54.5 40.0 3.6 | 80.0 26.5
SEC SUBTOTALS 68.7 |[85.7 82.8 64.3 69.0 72.9 47.5 56.0 55.8] 60.0 43.9 57.1 49.5

o SECTION II: Credit Evaluation/Recommendation Practices

Advising about possibility of [
CLEP exams 75.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 71.4 80.0 81.6 62.2 91.7 80.0 60.7 40.0 69.4
PEP exams 54.1 83.3 63.6 80.0 53.6 80.0 61.2 29.7 25.0 27.3 20.0 32.1 20.0 28.6
CEEB/AP exanms 8l.1 91.7 90.9 100.0 78.6 80.0 83.7 59.5 50.0 63.6 40.0 60.7 40.0 57.1
Dept exams 83.8 91.7 81.8 100.0 85.7 80.0 85.7 64.9 75.0 81.8 60.0 67.9 40.0 67.3
(continued)
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Table 20, continued

PROPONENCE
Faculty Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-C Total F;;ul’y Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-c Total
N= 37 12 11 5 28 5 49 37 12 11 5 28 5 49
Milic equiv ey 35.1 66.7 45.5 20.0 42.9 60.0 42.9 18.9  41.7 3.4 20.0 21.4 20.0 24,5
Training equivicy 37.8 66.7 45.5 20.0 42.9 80.0 44.9 16.2 33,3 27.3  20.¢ 17.9 20.0 20.4
NY Regenta exans 35,1 66.7 54.5 20.0 35.7 80.0 42.9 10.8 25.0 18.2 20.0 10.7 20.0 14.3
Corresp study 32.4 50.0 45.5 40.0 35.7 20.0 36.7 24.3  33.3 36.4 40.0 25.0 0 26.5
Indep study 86.5 100.¢ | 100.0 100.c 8.7 8.0 89.8 86.5 100.0 |100.0 100.0 85.7 80.0 89.8
Off-campus progs  81.1 83.3 90.9 100.0 78.6 60.0 81.6 67.6 75.0 | 90.9 80.0 67.9 [zf—ﬁ] 69.4
Con Ed courses 86.5 91.7 81.8 100.0 85.7 100.0 87.8 83.8 91.7 81.8 100.) 82.1 100.0 5.7
UWW courses 78.4 91,7 81.8 100.0 750 100.0 81.6 62.2 83.3 63.6 80.0 60.7 100.0 67.3
Media del courses 45.9 66.7 81.8 40.0 42.9 40.0 51.0 1.8 25.0 27.3 20.0 7.1 20.0 14.3
Experiential l1rng 81.1 100.0 90.9 100.0 78.6 100.0 85.7 78.4  91.7 90.9 100.0 75.0 86.0 81.6
Incerdis courses  94.6 91,7 90.9 100.0 92.9 100.0 93.9 83.8 91.7 90.9 80.0 82.1 100.0 85.7
SEC SUBTOTALS 65.9 [82.8 76.4 74,7 65.7 76.0 70.1 50.6 62.2 62.4 57.3 50.5 46.7 53.5
- SEC';;(_»;_;;I: Dat;—Colle;tion Practig;;—“ i i o -
Demographic data 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 89.2 91.7 81.8 100.0 89.3 100.0 89.8
Socioecon data 45.9  50.0 54.5 60.0 39.3 60.0 46.9 32.4 41,7 3%.4 60.0 25.0 60.0 3.7
Stu descrip data  97.3 100.6¢ | 100.0 100.0 96.4 100.0 98.0 62.2 70.8 90.9 80.0 89.3 100.0 89.8
Stu progress data 94.6 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 92.9 10C.0 95.9 83.8 91.7 90.9 100.0 82.1 80.0 85.7
Prev lrng data 97.3 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 96.4 100.0 98.0 86.% 91.7 90.9 100.0 85.7 80.0 87.8
(continued)
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Table 20, PROPONENCE USAGE

continued

Faculty Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-c Total Faculty Staff 1-A 2-A 3-A 3-C Total

N= 37 12 11 5 28 5 49 37 12 11 5 28 5 49
Pers needs data 54.1 75.0 72.7 80.0 46.4 80.0 59.2 32.4 50.0 36.4 40.0 32.1 60.0 36.7
Acad needs data 73.0 83.3 81.8 80.0 67.9 100.0 75.5 62.2 83.3 81.8 60.0 57.1 100.0 67.3
Other sitn data 40.5 33.3 27.3 20.0 50.0 20.0 38.8 24.3 16.7 9.7 20.0 32.1 0 22.4
SEC SUBTOTALS 75.3 80.2 79.5 80.0 73.7 82.5 76.5 62.2 70.8 64.8 70.0 61.6 72.5 64.3

SECTION IV: Individual Advisor Practices

USAGE
("Is this your [personal) practice?”)

Indiv z“d plng 89.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7 100.0 91.8 86.5 91.7 90.9 100.0 82.1 100.0 87.8
Flex curriculum 91.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 89.3 100.0 93.9 86.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 82.1 100.0 89.9
Adult lrog wksp  75.7 100.0 10" 0 67.9 100.0 | 81.6 13.5  25.0 9.1 20.0 143 40.0 | 16.3
Leadership eff 22;2 91.7 72.7 100.0 53.6 80.0 65.3 18.9 25.0 27.3  20.0 14.3 40.0 20.4
Reading:adult stu 62.2 91.7 81.8 100.0 57.1 80.0 69.4 l_g_?' 45.5% 40.0t 10.7% 60.0% 26.5
SEC SUBTOTALS 75.1 |96.7 90.9 100.0 70.7 92.0 80.4 44.9 58.3 54.5 56.0 40.7 68.0 I 48.2

A 1
INSTRUMENT TOTAL Zng 84.8 81.0 8l.1 68.0 81.1 73.6 51.8 62.4 60.5 60.6 50.3 57.7 ! 54.4

— — J

Note. Figures shown are percentages of affirmative .:sponses. Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted on rumbers of
affirmative responses at p € -05. F tests were distribuied on c¢-1 and A\-c-1 degrees of freedom, where n is the total sample
size and ¢ is the mumber o¢ classifications. Symbols. In any one row (between vertical lines) a figure in a rectangle is
significantly different from (higher or lower thar) the underlined figure(s). (See pages 94-94 for rationale of symbol
system.) *Analycis of variance indicated significant differences among subgroups, but a posteriori contrast tests did not
pinpoint subgroups having greatest influenco on those differences.
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Proponence and Usage of Unit Heads, Faculty,
and Advisors Across Common Areas of Practice

Much of the chapter so far has been devoted to analyses of the
separate data sets which comprise responses to the unit-head instru-
ment, the faculty instrument, and the academic-advisor instrument. In
this section an "umbrella” perspective across those groups is the
focus. Sought were general understandings about the status of some
common topics or areas of activity, such as independent study courses
or evening/weekend advising, in which each respondent group has a

particular function.

Practices were identified in each instrument which share a common
theme with practices in one or both of tle other instruments. 1In all,
27 broad themes or topics were found, subsuming 20 items of practice
from the unit-head instrument, 17 from the faculty instrument, and 23
from the advisor instrument. The 27 .ommon tupics were then grouped
under four headings: Delivery Modes, Credit Award, Access to Advising,
and Professional Development. Table 21 displays the topics and propo-
nence and usage scores of the three respondent groups; these figures
were extracted from earlier tables which display the three groups”
scores separately.

Analyses of variance and a posteriori contrasts like those used in
nalyzing the separate data sets were applied tu the scores under
common topics. While .05 was retained as the chosen level of signifi-
cance, nearly three quarters of the identified differences marked with
symbols in Table 21 are significant at the .0l level or beyond.

Comparison of scores across the three groups differs from the

separate group treatments in that the earlier findings considered
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variation within a group concerning the same practice. Where possible,

the observations below focus on the common topic; the contributions of

each group to a finding are its proponence and usage scores for what-

ever specific practice within that common topic is the pertinent acti-

vity for that group. For example, the combinants of an observation

about the status of off-campus classes wouid be unit-head response to

the practice of offering off-campus classes, faculty response to the

practice of teaching off-campus classes, and advisor 1esponse to the
practice of advising students about off-campus classes. Under many of
the common topics, only two respondent groups, usu: 'ly unit heads and
advisors, have related functions which were incorporated into survey

instruments; in these cases ¢ iy two scores were statistically com-

pared.

Visual inspection of the spread of scores in Table 21 reveals that
proponence across the four clusters of topics is generally high for
only one cluster, Delivery Modes. Elsewhere, proponence and usage

vary, sometimes widely, from item to item and group to group.

High or Low Status

Both proponeace and usage are relatively high across unit heads,
facuity, and advisors concerning the independent study mode of deliver-
ing a course; across unit heads and advisors for informatjonal connec-
tions among campus advising sources; and across faculty and advisors
for advising students about flexibility in the curriculum.

Both proponence and usage are relatively low across unit heads,
faculty, and advisors concerning the correspondence-study mode of deli-

vering a course, and across unit heads and advisors for the media-




delivered course mode and equivalency methods of awarding credit.
Remaiuing topics have mixed or midrange marks in proponence and/or

usage.
Statistically Significant Differences

Analyses of variance and a posteriori contrasts of group scores
under the 27 common topics produced findings of significant difference
in proponence, usage, or both conceruning 21 of the 27 topics, including
most of the topics listed above as having relatively uniform marks.

Advisors have significantly higher scores in nine of the 11 find-
ines concerning proponence; they scored higher than unit heads in eight
findings and higher than both unit heads and faculty in the ninth

finding. Advisors scored significantly higher in 20 of 21 findings
concerning usage; they have higher scores than both unit heads and
faculty in five findings, higher scores than unit heads in nine find-
ings, and higher scores than faculty in six findings.

The faculty score is significantly higher in only two findings.
Unit heads have ro significantly higher scores under commou topics.

Further explanation accompanied by lnspection of Table 21 brings
out interesting contrasts. Advisors” usage scores are generally higher
statistically for advising students about alternative course delivery

modes than are unit-head scores about their units’ making such modes

available. (Proponence scores ior most modes, on the other hand, do
not differ significantly.) Similarly, although scores _re generally
low for most credit-award topics, advisors” scores are significantly
higher for ¢1vising students about earning credit via examination and

equivalency than are unit-head scores about their units” allowing

Q 2 .
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students to apply such credit to program requirements; this pattern

holds for both proponence and usage. In the last cluster of topics,
advisors scored ~ignificantly higher thaa unit heads in proponence for
workshops about adult learners and in usage of (1; e., actual parti-
cipation in) such workshops.

Particularly interesting of the two findings elevating faculty to
the significantly higher-scoring position is that faculty self-report
(1; e., usage) of being available for evening/weekend advising appoint-
ments is statistically above unit heads” and advisors” scores about
their units” making such advising available. The second finding placed
faculty (and advisors) significantly above urnit heads for usage of
practices related to independent study.

Correlations: Group Proponence, Group
Usage, Adult Enrollment

In addition to th> common~topics approach, correlational anaiysis

was chosen as a way of viewing study outcomes at a level of aggregation
above the single respondent group. The question driving the investiga-

tion was, What is the relationship of a group”s total prcponence score

to its own total usage score, to the propcnenc: score and usage score

of the other groups, and vo adult enrollment?

To produre the findings reported bLelow, total proponeice and usage
scores for each of the three groups were broken down irto total scores
by school, college, or faculty affiliation. This breakdown produced
six sets of figures: nine proponence scores and nine usage scores for
unit heads, nine proponence scores and nine usage scores for faculty,
and 11 proponence scores and 11 usage scores for advisors (whose addi-

tional affiliations are CASIAC and "other"” advising units). A seventh
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Table 21

Comparison of Unit H.ad, Faculty, and Advisor Responses
to Selected Practices Effective in Serving Adult Undergraduates

PROPONENCE
("Are you a proponent

USAGE
(“Is this your {unit“s]

of this practice?”) practice?”)
N=48 Unit Heads Unit Heads
Specific Practice within BROADER TOPIC N=91 Faculty Faculty
N=49 Advisors Advisors
%2 Yes X Yes 2 Yes % Yes X Yes X Yes
Delivery Modes
Offering courses by CORRESPONDENCE STUDY 10.4 [
Teaching a course by CORRESPONDENCE STUDY 18.7 1.1
Advising about earning credit via CORRESPONDENCE STUDY 26.5
Offering courses by IWDEPENDENT STUDY 77.1 62.5
Teaching a course by INDEPENDENT STUDY 92.3 79.1
Advising about earning credit via INDEPENDENT STUDY 89.8 89.8
Offering OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES 64.6 22.9
Teaching OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES 64 .8 16.5
Advising about earning credit via OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES 81.6 63.4
Offering courses in MEDIA DELIVERY FORMATS 66.7 10.4
Advising about courses offered in MEDIA DELIVERY FORMATS 51.0 14.3
Scheduling some sections of courses in EVENING/WEEKEND SLUTS 81.3 50.0
Teaching regular course in EVENING/WEEKEND SLOT 84.6 35.2
Offering courses through DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 85.4 87.5
Teaching self-/unit-initisted courses via DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 87.9 24.2
Advising about earning credit through DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 87.8 85.7
Allowing students to develop INDIVIDUALIZED COURSES OF STUDY 75.0 39.6
Helping adult students plsn INDIVIDUALIZED COURS.S OF STUDY 90.1 47.3
Encouraging and helping students plsn INDIVIDUALIZED COURSES OF ST .Y 91.8
Teaching courses with EXPFRIENTIAL LEARNING COMPONEN1S 85.7 54.9
Advising students about courses with EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING COMPONENTS 85.7
(continued)
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Table 21, continued

PROPONENCE USAGE
Unit Heads Unit Heads
Faculty Faculty
Advisors Advisors

% Yes % Yes X Yes % Yes % Yes % Yes

Teaching INTERDISCIPLINARY COURSES 93.4 46.2
Advising students about INTERDISCIPLINARY COURSES 93.9 —
Serving as sponsor, evaluator, etc., for UNIVERSITY WITHOUT WALLS stude. s 80.2 37.4
Mvising students about courses offered by UNIVERSITY WITHOUT WALLS 81.6 =
Advising students about ways of MAKING THE CURRICULUM MORE FLEXIBLE 89.0 72.5
Advising students about ways of MAKING THE CURRICULUM MORE FLEXIBLE 93.9 89.8

Credit Award

Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY "CLEP" EXAMINATION to requiremen:s 37.5 27.1
Advising students about earning CREDIT BY "CLEP” EXAMINATION R ——
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY "PEP" EXAMINATION to requirements 27,9 14.6
Advising gtudents about earning CREDIT BY “PEP" EXAMINATION -
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY "CEEB/AP" EXAMINATION to requirements 37.5 25.0
Advising students about earning CREDIT BY "CEEB/AP" EXAMINATION — 83.7 -
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY DEPARTMENTAL EXAMINATION to requirements 68.8 43.8
Advising students about earning CREDIT BY DEPARTMENTAL EXAMINATION : -
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY EQUIVALENCY (for MILITARY EDUCATION) 14.6 2.1
Advising adult students about CREDIT BY EQUIVALENCY (for MILITARY EDUCATION} ~— —
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY EQUIVALENCY (for NON-MILITARY TRAINING) 14.6 2.1
Advising adult students about CREDIT BY EQUIVALENCY (for NON-MILITARY TRAINING) ™ — 9] | —
Allowing students to apply CREDIT BY EQUIVALENCY (via M. Y. REGENTS EXAMS) 14,6 2.1
Advising adult students about CREDIT BY EQU"VALENCY (via N. Y. REGENTS EXAMS) ~— 42.9 - 14.3
Offering advising, workshop, or other assistance to students in developing

PRIOR LEARNING PORTFOLIO OR DEMONSTRATION 5.2 20.8
Helping student with PRIOR LEARNING PORTFOLIO OR DEMONSTRATION 61.5 24.2

(continued)
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Table 21, continued PROPONENCE USAGE

Unit Heads Unit Heads
Faculty Faculty
Advisors Advisors
XYes I Yes X Yes ZYes X Yes X Yes

Access to Advising ,
A

Maintaining good referral network w/OTHER CAMPUS SOURCE® OF ACADEMIC ADVISING 97.9 70.8

Providing information to advisees about OTHER CAMPUS SOURCES OF ACADEMIC ADVISING 97.9 | —
Making available some department/unit ADVISING EVENINGS AND/OR WEEKENDS 54.2 25.0

Being available for appointments for ADVISING EVENINGS AND/OR WEEKENDS 67.0 -
Making available some unit ADVISING EVENINGS AND/OR WEEKENDS 67.3 22.4
Making avajlable some department/unit ADVISING OFF CAMPUS 35.4 18.8

Being available for appointments for ADVISING OFF CAMPUS 52.7 24,2

Making available some unit ADVISING OFF CAMPUS 38.8 16.3

Professional Development

Including student learning styles in FACULTY DISCUSSION OF STUDENT LEARNING 75.0 27.1
Participating 1n local ORGANIZED DISCUSSION OF STUDENT LEARNING 71.4 19.8
Participating in workshop or other EXPERIENCE TO BROADEN [faculty] ADVISORS

KNOWLEDGE OF ADULT LEARNING/LEARNERS 75.7* 13,5
Sponsoring/participating in local STAFF WORKSHOP ABOUT ADULT LEARNER NEEDS 56.3 0
Participating in workshop of other EXPERIENCE TO BROADEN [staff) ADVISORS * -

KNOWLEDGE OF ADULT LEARNING/LEARNERS [100.07]
Recognizing faculty via reward system for TEACHING/WORKING WITH ADULT STUDENTS 35.4 6.3
Receiving recognition via reward system for TEACHING/WORKING WITH ADULT STUDENTS L 4.4

Leading national, regional, or local EFFORTS RELATED TO ADULT LEARNING OR
ADULT LEARNERS 59.3 7.7
Taking leadership role in ENCOURAGING OTHER ADVISORS TO BROADEN KNOWLEDGE -

OF ADULT LEARNING OR ADULT LEARNERS 65.3

Undertaking SPECIAL READING ABOUT ADULT COLLEGE STUDENTS 63.7 12.1
Undertaking SPECIAL READING ABOUT ADULT COLLEGE STUDENTS 69.4

*Advisor group scores were separated into faculty-advisor and staff-advisor subscores for this {tem.
*%No "proponent” question was asked.

Note. Figures shown (percentages of affirmative responses) were taken from tu.bles displayed earlier in the Jhapter.
Analyses of variance (F tests; were conducted on numbers of affirmative responses at p < .05. Symbols. In any one
row (on one side of the vertical line), a figure in a rectangle 1s significantly different (higher or lower thsun) the
underlined figure(s). (See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol system.)
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set of figures was obtained by calculating the percentage of adult

undergraduates enrolled in those school, college, and faculty units

(all except the "other" advising unit designation) in spring 1987.
(Table 40 in Appendix D recaps the relevant figures.) An electronic

calculator with the appropriate statistical function (TI-55 III Guide-

book, 1986) was used to perform Pearson product-moment correlation
procedures. Some values have no equivalents and are thus represented
in Table 22 by dashed lines. Where only nine pairs of values were
available, seven degrees of freedom determined the location of the
correlation coefficient in reference tables.

Table 22 displays the resulting correlation coefficients; signifi-
cance levels are noted. A relatively high positive relationship,

significant at the .0l level, is indicated between the proportion of

unit heads who are proponents of the given practices and the extent to

which those practices are used in their units (Ef.88), and between the

extent of usage of the given practices in units with the proportions of

adult undergraduates enrolled in those units (r=.83).

Nine other r values are significant at the .05 level. Together

with the two values cited above, they form a distinctive and highly
interesting pattern: All of the various pairings of unit-head scores,
faculty scores, and adult-enrrllment figures produced significant r
values, but none of the comparisons of those values with advisor scores
produced significant r values. The only moderately high positive
relationship involving advisors is between their own proponence scores
and their own usage scores (.76). Alternatively stated, moderately
high positive relationsnips exist between all possible pairs of these

five factors: unit head proponence, unit head usage, faculty propo-




Table 22
Correlations Among Total Proponence Scores, Total Usage Scores,
and Percentages of Adults EZnrolled in School-College-Faculty Units
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oy
e
=
>
o 9 9 s = 2
o g g g ~ Q
v U > Q > L) LAl =]
= e L g IS o g ] !
o & ow 3 3 48 4% A%
- O - @ Q0 0 a > O > =R ¥
g N g w ] o 9 K ) 9 g
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Unit Head
Proponence 1.0 .88%x [ 70* .79% .66 .49 .69%
Unit
Usage .88** 1.0 .74* L79% .55 .46 .83%*
Faculty
Proponence .70% 74 1.0 .75% .28 .11 .08%
Facult»
Usage .79% .79% .75 1.0 .45 .C4 .69%
Advisor
Proponence*** .66 .55 .28 .45 1.0 .76% .29
Advisor/Adv Unit
Usage*** .49 .46 .11 .04 .76 1.0 .15
Adult
Enrollment .69% .83**  _,68* .69% .29 .15 1.0

*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .0l level

***When advisor proponence scores are matched with advisor usage
scores, all 11 subgroups are paired. When advisor proponence scores
and advisui usage scores are matched with adult enrollment figures,
the "other advising units"” subgroup is excluded. In matches of
advisor scores or enrollment figures with unit-head or faculty
scores, the "other" advisor subgroup, the CASIAC advisor subgroup,
and the CASIAC enrollment group are excluded. Exclusions are made
because no pairable figure exists in the other set of scores.

NOTE: Adult enrollment figures used are those given in 10 school,
college, and faculty categories for Spring semester 1987; those
figures and the respondent-group scores used in the correlation
calculations are displayed in Table 40 in Appendix D.
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nence, faculty usage, and percentage of adults enrolled. In contrast,
no positive relationship was identified between any of the five factors

and advisor propomence or advisor usage; that is, advisor proponence is

highly correlated only with advisor usage.

One interpretation of the situation is that the extent of advisor

proponence for practices effective in serving adults is somewbat re-
lated to the usage they give to those practices. But advisor propo-
nence, although it varies from unit to unit, seems to be independent of
unit head and faculty proponence and usage. Usage of practices among
advisors, similarly, seems to be mostly unrelated to unit head and
faculty proponence and usage.

Qualifiers from the technical literature attach to such an inter-
pretation. Not only do overall scores or measures of central tencency
have limitations, but not all relationships can be assumed to fit the
linear model underlying the correlation formula. Further, evidence of
a positive correlation does not necessarily imply a direct causal rela-

tionship between factors (Ferguson, 1981, pp. 134-137). Nevertheless,

in combination with other findings, the correlational statements serve

to set academic advisors apart as a group worth special focus.

Proponence and Usage: "Adult” Units vs.
Academic Units with 157 Adults

An avenue of inquiry identified early in the study as having great

potential interest is the comparison between the special units which

were established primarily to serve large proportions of adults (Divi-

sion of Continuing Education, Univeisity Withou. Walls) and those units

among the nine schools, colleges, and faculties which enroll the

largest proportions of adult undirgraduates. The requisite information
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was not received from DCE, so one side of the comparison below consists
only of responses from UWW, where more than 90% of degree-seekers are
25 or older.' The other side of the comparison is represented by the
cluster of academic units whose undergraduate enrollment is about 15%
adult undergraduates; the School of Education and the College of Health
Sciences make up this cluster.

A context has already been established for this comparison: (a)
The UWW unit head is a proponent for all but three of the 47 practices
listed in the unit-head instrument. All but six of the 47 practices
listed in the unit-head instrument are used in UWW (see Tables 6 and
10). (b) The 152-adults cluster of unit heads is significantly higher
than the 10%-adults and 5%-adults clusters in proponence and usage for
several practices (see Tabic 12).

In order to see UWW and the 15%-adults cluster of units from a new
perspective, practices for which the 15% cluster is significantly
higher than the 10% and 5% clusters were separated into two sets: (a)

practices for which more than 80% of 15%~cluster respondents indicated

proponence or usage, and (b) those for which fewer than 80% of 15%-

cluster respondents indicated proponence or usage. The first 1list
places the 15% cluster in "close” relationship with UWW. The latter
list suggests disparities or differences between UWW and the 15% clus-

ter.
Close Relationship Between UWW and 15%-Adults Units

In proponence, the 15% cluster of academic unit heads scored
significantly higher than the 10% and 5% clusters AND is close to UWW

concerning 11 items from the unit-head instrument:
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Making it possible for students to accomplish requirements
for some programs after 4 p.m. or on weekends

Allowing students to apply credit towards program require-

ments by successful (a) CLEP, (b) PEP, aand (c) CEEB/AP
examinations

Awarding credit toward degrees for demonstrable, college-
level learning acquired in noncollegiate settings (other

than by the six specified examination or equivalency
methods)

Of fering advising, a workshop, or other assistance to
students in developing portfolios or other appropriate
documentation for evaluating such learning

Offering remedial courses or programs (a) in the department,
(b) in evenings or on weekends, and (c) off campus

Recognizing, through the faculty reward system, effort
specifically aimed toward teaching (or otherwise serving)
adult students

Sponsoring or participating in a workshop or other
learning experience for staff members concerning needs
needs of adult students

In usage, the 15% cluster of academic units scored significantly

higher than the 10%Z and 5% clusters AND is close to UWW concerning

three items:

Making it possible for some part-time students to accomplish
requirements for some programs within the l0-semester limit

Making it possible for students to accomplish requirements
for some prr.grams after 4 p.m. or on we~kends

Addressing, as part of or in addition to the department”s
ongoing faculty discussions, the topic of student learning
styles

Interestingly, only one practice falls in the close-relationship cate-
gory in both proponence and usage: making it possible for students to

1ccomplish requirements for some programs after 4 p.m. or on weekends.
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Differences Between UWW and 15%-Adults Units

In proponence, the 15X cluster of unit heads scored significantly
higher than the 10% and 5% clusters, but is NOT CLOSE to UWW concerning
five items in the unit-head instrument:

Offering an entire program tbhrough radio, telecommunica-
tions, computer-assisted or other mediated format

Allowing students to apply credit toward a degree program
in the department through the equivalency procedures
in ACE guides to (a) military education and (b) other
kinds of training and in (c) the New York Regents guide
to training experiences

Making advisiig available off campus

In usage, the 15% cluste Jf unit heads scored significantly
higher than the 10% and 5% clusters, but is NOT CLOSE to UWW concerning

five .tems:

Designing departmental brochures to reflect a desire to have
age uiversity among undergraduates

Making some effort, formal or in“ormal, to attract adult
students

Allowing students to apply credit toward program require-
me. u the department by successful (a) CLEP and (b) PEP
exaw. "= .ions

Making advising available off campus

Only one practic~ lies in the disparity or differen ategory in
both proponence and usage: making advising available off campus.

The close-relationship list suggests some common recognition of
adult-student characteristics and needs in UWW and the 15% cluster.
‘hether the listed differences are simply reflective of the still-broad
gaps in numbe vs of adults served or are indeed disparities in attitudes

about how a unit shouid operate bears further investigation.
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Adult Student Satisfaction

The Student Opinion Survey was used to determine the satisfaction

levels of adult undergraduates with college services and environmental
aspects. The instrument measures satisfaction with 23 services and 42
environmental aspects on a five-point scale ranging from (1) very

dissatisfied to (5) very satisfied. Respondents are also asked to

indicate whethor they have used the 23 services.

Usable satisfaction data were received from 141 students. In the
following portion of the chapter, their mean satisfaction scores are
examined in several ways: for the total lists of items, by section
(services, environmental aspects), in ranks of selected or "key" ser-
vices and envirommental aspects, in comparison to national norms, and
in various breakdowns of local scores according to characteristics of
respondents.

Scores within the local group were analyzed by analysis of vari-
ance and a posteriori contrasts. Comparisons of national-norm scores
were accomplished via one-sample t tests; degrees of freedom were
calculated as local group n-l. The assumption underlying the statis-
tical procedures is that there are no significant differences in mean
satisfaction scores for key items or their aggregate means among local
subgroups of adult students, or between the local group of adult stu-
dents and the national normative group. Figures used in statistical
tests were the numbers of respondents per item, mean satisfaction
scores, and standard deviatio.s. Where reported in the text, standard
deviations and numbers of respondents are listed in parentheses follow-
ing the corresponding satisfaction scores; in tables, standard devia-

tions are shcwn in parenthe 2s underneath satisfaction scores.
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Satisfaction scores were examined according to the three degree

classification groups which were sampled for the study and according to

age group, racial group, gender, and enrollment status. Table 23
illustrates those characteristics, plus a measure of work hours.
Table 23

Characteristics of Adult Student Respondents (n=145)
According to Sampling Unit (Degree Classification)

Age Group Gender Enrollment Status

N 25-29 30-39 40 & Over Male Female Part-time Full-time

University

Without Walls 73 142 482 382 282 722 792 212
Bachelor of

General

Studies 4 0 502 502 502 502 752 25%
Otlier Majurs 68 652 272 8z 552 45% 262 7642

Racial Group Hours Employed Per Week
White Non-white Prefer Not None 1-20 21-40 Qver 40
Respond

University

Without Walls 832 142 32 132 102 50% 27%
Bachelor of

General

Studies 1002 0 0 0 0 752 25%
Other Majors 922 52 32 412 292 272 (%4

The largest component of UWW students comprises white females aged
30-39 who work 21-40 hours per week and attend the university on a
part-time basis. The largest component of Other Majors consists of
white males aged 25-29 who are not employed (or who take occasional
jobs) and who attend the university as full-time students. UWW stu-

dents aged 40 and over outnumber Other Majors in that age group by
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nearly 5 to 1. Although tuere are relatively few persons in the Non-
white group in the overalil sample, those in UWW outnumber thosz in the
Other Majors group by nearly 3 to 1.

According to information supplied by the instrument publisher, the
oldest subgroup among the 86,366 students whose records constitute the
normative data numbers 21,247 persons. It includes younger persons
(23~ and 24-year-olds) than does the local group. The instrument
publisher does not claim extensive generalizability for the normative
data, stating that while they are a composite representing "large and
small, and public and private institutions from 43 states. . . ," they
are not necessarily a "nationally representative report” (Student

Opinion Survey Normative Data, [1987], p. [i]).

Visual Inspection of Local Scores

Sume college services are used by most of the respondents, others
by few. Most of the local mean satisfaction scores fall between 3.0,
neutral, and 4.0, satisfied. A few place above 4.0 and a few between
2.0, dissatisfied, and 3.0.

Users of the 23 services listed in Section II who also indicated
satisfaction levels range in number from 131 respondents who have used
library services to five who have used day care services. Mean satis—
faction scores for Section II services range from 4.54 (veterans~
services, n=13) to 2.71 (parking facilities and services, n=125).

Respondents indicating satisfaction levels for Section III envi-
ronmental aspects range in number from 140 who rated "this college in
general"” to 46 who rated residence hall rules and regulations. Mean

satisfaction scores in Section III range from 4.11 (variety or courses
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offered by this college, n=139) to 2.37 (availability of student

housing, n=51).

Section Means

Before the analysis was more narrowly focused on key items, mean

satisfaction scores were calculated for Section II and Section III.

Section II Means: College Services

Adjusted for the varying numbers of users, che local group’s mean
satisfaction score fer the 23 items in Section II is 3.53 (.62), on a

five-point scale ranging from 1.0, very dissatisfied .o 5.0, very

satisfied. No statistically significant differences level were found
in Section II means according to age group, gender, or degree-classifi-
cation group (UWW/BGS/Other Majors). However, significant differences
emerged when data were aggregated according to enrollment status,
according to race, and when the Other Majors category was subdivided
into the university”s school, college, and faculty enrollment units.
The Part-time students” mean, 3.83 (.50), is significantly higher than
the Full-time students” mean, 3.44 (.67). The White roup”s mean, 3.70
(.56), is significantly higher than the Non-White mean, 3.36 (.65). In
the school-college-faculty aggregation, the a posteriori contrast

placed satisfaction scores for college services in this order:

Social and Behav:)oral Sciences 4.07 (sd=.31, n=3)
Food and Natural Resources 3.96 (sd=.45, n=11)
Humanities and Fine Arts 3.89 (sd=.34, n=11)
CASIAC 3.63 (sd=.41, n=9)
Natural Sciences and Mathematics 3.61 (sd=.52, n=6)
Education 3.57 (sd=.21, n=3)
Health Sciences 3.53 (sd=.94, n=5)
Engineering 3.45 (sd=.64, n=12)
2.63

School of Management (sd=.86, n=5)
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(The School of.Physical Education was not represented in the respondent
group, and a one-member "Other"” cell was excluded from *he ANOVA proce-

dure )

Section III Means: College Environment

The local group’s mean satisfaction score for the 42 environmental
aspects in Sectior III is 3.51 (.47). No statistically significant
differences at the .05 level were found when respondent data were
statistically compared according to race, gender, or degree-classifica-
tion group (UWW/BGS/Other Majors), or when the Other Majors category
was divided into school, college, and faculty units. Significant
differences emerged when data were aggregated accordirg to age group
and to enrollment status. The section mean satisfaction score of the
40 & Over students, 3.70 (sd=.46, n=34) is significantly higher thar
the score of the students aged 25-29, 3.48 (sd=.49, n=53) and the
students aged 30-39, 3.43 (sd=.45, n=54). The Part-time mean, 3.62
(sd=.43, n=76) is significantly higher than the Full-time mean, 3.38

(sd=.49, n=65).
Ranking Key Items

Key items were selected for more detailed analysis. They are the
10 services and 20 environmental aspects judged to have close content
relationship to other components of the study.

Key items were ranked (services and environmental aspects sepa-
rately) according to the mean satisfaction scores of those who
resronded to each item (see Tables 24 and 25). In Table 24, the mean

scores represent only those persons who "have used” the service and who
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also marked a satisfaction level. (Section III featured a Does Not

Apply choice rather than the usage stipulation.)

Comparisons with National Normative Group

Mean satisfaction scores of the local group for the key items were
statistically compared with corresponding national normative scores via
a one-sample t test. Relevant figures are displayed in the first two
data columns of Tables 26 and 28.

The numbers of norm-group respondent.. to the 10 key services range
from 1,620 to 17,640. Local-group and and norm~group satisfaction

scores for the key services do not differ statistically.

Table 24
Mean Satisfaction Scores for Selected College Services
(n=141)
College Service Number and Percent Using Mean Satis-
or Program Service and Indicating faction
Satisfaction Level Score
Livrary facilities/services 128 (90.8%) 4.05
Academic advising services 101 (71.6%) 3.68
Financial aid services 59 (41.8%) 3.64
College orientation program 65 (46.1%) 3.63
Student employment services 29 (20.6%) 3.59
Career planning services 28 (19.9%) 3.57
College~sponsored tutorial services 7 ( 5.0%) 3.57
Personal counseling services 31 (22.0%) 3.48
Job placement services 23 (16.3%) 3.30
Credit-by-~examination program 11 ( 7.8%) 3.27
Mean, selected services 3.79

The numbers of norm-group respondents to the key environmental
aspects range from 13,402 to 20,702. There are significant differences

between the local and norm groups for 10 of the 20 key environmental
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Table 25
Mean Satisfaction Scores for Selected Environmental Aspects

(n=141)
Environmental Aspect Number and Percent Mean Satis-
Indicating faction
Satisfaction Level Score

Flexibility to design own

program of study 133 (94.3%) 4.09
Availability of advisor 138 (97.9%) 4,04
This college in general 140 (99.3%) 3.97
Instruction in major field 120 (85.1%) 3.90
Course content in major field 125 (88.7%) 3.86
Value of informat?on provided

by advisor 138 (97.9%) 3.86
Attitude of faculty 139 (98.6%) 3.81
Out-of-class availability of

faculty 134 (95.0%) 3.78
College catalog/admissions

publications 136 (96.4%) 3.63
Campus media (student news-

paper, etc.) 110 (78.0%) 3.61
General admissions procedures 134 (95.0%) 3.60
Accuracy of information

received before enrolling 132 (93.67%) 3.56
General registration procedures 135 (95.75) 3.33
Attitude of non-teaching staff

toward students 125 (88.7%) 3.3
Student employment opportunities 76 (53.9%) 3.20
Student voice in college

policies 100 (70.9%) 3.14
Concern for student as

individual 135 (95.7%) 3.13
Student government 81 (57.4%) 2.90
Racial hacsmony 118 (83.7%) 2.75
Availability of desired courses

at suitable times 135 (95.7%) 2.71

Mean, selected envirommental 3.55

aspects

aspects, the majority at the .0l level of significance. As Table 28
indicates, the local score is significantly higher for three environ-

mental aspects: flexibility to design a program of study, availability
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of advisor, and campus media. The norm-group score is significantly
higher than the local score for seven environmental aspects: attitude
of faculty toward students, college catalog/admissions publications,
attitude of non-teaching staff toward students, concern for student as

an individual, student govermment, racial harmony, and availability of

desired courses at suitable times.

Satisfaction Levels According to Group Characteristics

When satisfaction scores were statistically compared according to
various characteristics of student responderts, significant differences
were identified concerning more than half of key items. Tables 26 and
27 show subgroup sizes, mean satisfaction scores, and standard devia-
tions concerning key college services. Tables 28 and 29 display simi-

lar figures concerning key environmental aspects. Symbols mark signi-~

ficant differences.

Key Services

Significant differences were found in mean satisfaction scores
concerning five of the temn key services. The Part-time subgroup scored
significantly higher than the Full-time subgroup for three of the five:
academic advising services, career plaaning services, and college

orientation program. The White subgroup scored significantly higher

than the Non-White subgroup concerning financial aid services and

student employment services. Degree classification and age group also
influenced satisfaction with academic advising services: The UWW score
is significantly higher than the Other Majors score, but the signifi-

cant differences among age groups (indicated by analysis of variance)
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were not large enough for a particular subgroup to be pinpointed by a

posteriori contrasts.

Key Environwental Aspects

Thirteen of the 20 key environmental aspects emerged as areas of
significant variation when data were compared according to degree
classification, age group, racizl group, gender, and enrollment status.

Findings Across Four Aggregations. Three of the 13 aspects

brought out significant satisfaction differences across four charac-
teristics of respondent groups: flexibility to design cne’s program of
study, availability of advisor, and value of information provided by
advisor. For all three the pattern of statistically significant dif-
ference is as follows: The UWW degree subgroup scored higher than the
Other Majors subgroup; the 40 & Over and the 30-39 age subgroups scored
higher than the 25-29 age subgroup; the Femal: subgroup scored higher
than the Male subgroup; and the Part-time subgroup scored higher than
the Full-time subgroup.

Findings Across Iwo Aggregations. Significant differences in

satisfaction with "this college in general” were found when data were
aggregated by age and racial group. The score of the 40 & Over age
subgroup is significantly higher than both the 30-39 and 25-29 age
subgroups. Both the White and the small Prefer Not to Respond racial
subgroups have significantly higher scores than the Non-White racial
subgroup.

Significant differences in satisfaction with concern for the stu-
cent as an individual were identified when data were aggrezated by
degree classification and enrollment status. The satisfaction score of

the UWW majors subgroup is significantly higher than that of the Other
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Majors subgroup. The Part-time subgroup”s score is significantly

higher than the Full-time subgroup”s score.

Differences Within Single Aggregations. Eight additional dif-

ferences in satisfaction level emerged from statistical analyses, but
each in only one aggregation of data. Three of the eight findings came
from grouping data in the three degree classifications used for drawing
the survey sample. Other Majors scored significantly higher than UwW
majors ia satisfaction with racial harmony and with the availability of
courses at suitabie times. Variation among degree groups in satisfac-
tion with course content was identified by analysis of variance, but
the a posteriori contrast did not pinpoint the significantly differing
group Oor groups.

The Other Majors subgroup was further disaggregated into the
academic (school, college, and faculty) units enrolling those students
to investigate additional major-relate. variations in satisfactiorn.

The ANOVAs indicated only one area of significant difference, in satis-
faction with general registration procedures; however, differences were
too slight to be separated by the a posteriori contrasts.

Three findings emerged from clustering of scores by age group.

The 40 & Over subgroup’s satisfaction score is significantly higher
than the 30-39 subgroup”s score for faculty attitude toward students.
Both the 40 & Over and rhe 25-29 subgroups scored significantly higher
than the 30-39 subgroup in sacisfaction with campus media. The 25-29
subgroup”s satisfaction score for student employment opportunities is
significantly higher than the 30-39 subgroup”s score.

In the racial group aggregation, one additional finding emerged.

In satisfaction with attitude of non-teaching staff toward students,

2095

-




the score of the White subgroup is significantly higher than that of
the Non-White subgroup.

Cumulative Differences. Tn two aggregations of satisfaction data,

variation a:cum.iated across key envirommental aspects sufficiently to
be reflected in significantly differing sectional mean scores. The 40
& Over subgroup has the si, .ificantly higher mean satisfactirn score
than the 30-39 and 25-29 age subgroups for 20 enviromnmental aspects.
At this same summary point, the Part-time subgroup’s score is signifi-

carntly higher than the Full-time subgroup”s score.

Consistent Influences

In the majority of instances cired above, the UWW subgroup”s score
is significantly higher than the Other Majors score, the older groups”
scores are significantly hLigher than the younger group”s, the Female
group’s score is signiiicantly higher than the Male group”s, the Part-
time students” score is significantly higher than the Full-time stu-
dents”, and the ¥Wnite group’s score is significantly higher than the
Non-White group’s. Two subgroups, the BGS degree group and the Prefer
Not to Respond racial group, are too small to figure prominently in
statistical comparisons (see summary taole in Appendix D.)

Another measure of student satisfaction is in the suggestions they
offered, in response to an open—-ended question, for changes in univer-
sity policies, practices, attitudes, or behavior. The results of
content-analyzing this non-quantitative data are introduced in the
Potential Responsiveness ("climate") section of this chapter. Addi-
tional findings from the satisfaction scale are brougit into that

discussion.
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Table 26
Satisfaction Levels of Adult Undergraduates (n=141) with Key College Services,
in Comparison to National Norms and According to Degree Group and Age Group

LOCAL GROUP
NATIONAL Total Degree Classification Group Age Group
NORMATIVE
GROUP Uww BGS Oth. Maj. 25-29 30-39 40 & over
N  Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(sD) (sD) (SD) (sp) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Academic advising [14131 3.76 101 3.68 | 47 4 3.50 50 3.36 | 43 3.35% 35 3.86% 23 4.04*
se-vices
(1.02) (1.19) (1.12) (1.29) (1.17) (1.19) (1.09) (1.22)
Personal 4164 3.95 31 3.48 17 3.65 1 5.00 13 3.15 12 3.25 7 3.00 12 4.00
counseling services
(1.03) (1.48) (1.69) -= (1.14) (1.29) (1.60) (1.59)
Career planning 3839 3.69 28 3.57 12 3.75 0o - 16 3.44 13 3.°8 10 3.60 5 4.00
services
(1.10) (1.10) (1.05) - (1.15) ( .87) (1.50) (.71)
Job placement 3262 3.42 23 3.30 5 2.80 0 -- 18 3.44 13 3.31 5 3.20 5 3.40
services
(1.18) (1.29) (1.48) - (1.25) (1.11) (1.79) (1.52)

Library/ facilities |17640 3.93 128 4.05 62 4.00 4 4.00 62 4.10 50 4.10 49 3.92 29 4.17
and services

(1.00) ( .89) ( .83) ( .82) ( .97) ( .97) ( .95) ( .60)
College-sponsored 3273 3.79 7 3.57 1 5.00 0o -- 6 3.33 5 3.80 1 1.00 1 5.00
tutorial services
(1.06) (1.51) - - (1.50) (1.09) -= --
Financial aid 10247 3.76 59 3.64 24 3.33 1 4.00 34 3.85 27 3.89 23 .30 9 3.78
services
(1.19) (1.16) (1.05) - (1.21) (1.19) (1.06) (1.20)
(continued)
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Table 26, continued

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

ied to (5) very satisfied.

Analyses of variance (F tests) werz conducted at p < .05.

LOCAL GROUP
NATIONAL Total Degree Classification Group Ag? Group
NORMATIVE
GROUF UWW BGS Oth. Maj. 25-29 30-39 40 & over
N  Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(sb) (sb) (sb) (sb) (Sb) (Sb) (sb) (Sb)
Student employ- 3825 3.76 29 3.59 5 2.80 ' 4,00 23 3.74 18 4.00 7 2.86 4 3.00
ment services
(1.07) (1.24) (1.30) -- (1.21) (1.03) (1.3%) (1.41)
College 7044 3.68 65 3.63 26 3.85 0 -- 39 3.49 33 3.51 23 3.87 9 3.44
orientation
program ( .98) (1.05) ( .88) == (1.14) (1.20) ( .69) (1.24)
Credit-by- 1620 3.90 11 3.27 4 3.25 0 -- 7 3.29 6 3.17 3 4.00 2 2.50
examination
~ram (1.01) (1.01) (1.71) - ( .49)  .41) (1.00) (2.12)
Section 3.79 3.79 3.89 3.85 3.69 3.70 3.78 3.96
( n/c) .77 (.78) ( .69) (.75 ( .75) ( .78) ( .78)
Note. Satisfaction scor~s were calculated from responses on a five-poiut scale ranging from (1) very dissatis-

F tests were distributad

on c-1 and n-c-1 degrees of freedom, where n is the total sample size and c is the number of classifications.

Symbols.

In any one row (between vertical lines) a score in a rect
or lower than) the underlined score(s).

angle is significantly differentr from (higher
(See pages 94-96 for rationale of symbol system.)

*Analysis of varfance indicated significant differences among subgroups, but a posteriori contrast tests
did not pinpoint subgroups having greatest influence on those d!{fferences.
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Table 27
Satisfaction Levels of Adult Undergraduates (n=141) with Key College Services,
According to Racial Group, Gender, and Enrollment Status
LOCAL GROUP
Total Racial Group Gender Enrollment Status
Prefer not
White Non-white respond Male Female Full-time Part-time
N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(SD) (SD) (SD) (sb) (SD) (SD) (Sh) (SD)
Academic advising 101 3.68 89 3.69 7 3.71 3 4.00 43 3.51 58 3.81 49 3,22 52 IA.llI
services
(1.19) (1.18) (1.60) - (1.30) (1.10) (1.26) ( .94)
Personal 31 3.48 28 2,57 2 2.00 1 4.00 12 3.25 19 3.63 16 3.25 15 3.73
counseling services
(1.48) 11.48) (1.41) - (1.29) (1.60) (1.57) (1.39)
Career planning 28 3.57 25 3.68 2 2.50 1 3.00 13 3.54 15 3.60 16 3.19 12 IA.OBI
services
(1.10) (1.03) (2.12) -- (1.20) (1.05) (1.22) ( .67)
Job placement 23 3.36 21 3.38 1 1.00 1 4.00 12 3.67 11 2.91 21 3.29 2 3.50
services
(1.29) (1.24) -- -- (1.07) (1.45) (1.35) ( 1)
Library/ faciliti.s 128 4.05 112 4.09 .1 3.73 4 3.75 53 4.13 75 3.49 61 3.98 67 4.10
and services
( .89) ( .82) (1.19) (1.89) ( .76) ( .98) ( .94) ( .85)
college~sponsored 7 3.57 5 4,00 1 1.00 1 4.00 4 3.50 3 3.67 6 3.33 1 5.00
tutorial services
(1.51) (1.22) -- - (1.00) (2.31) (1.50) -
Financial aid 59 3.64 49 6 2.50 2 3.50 | 29 3.72 30 3.57 | 42 3.71 17 3.47
services
(1.16) (1.1N (1.05) (.71 (1.10) (1.22) , (1.25) ( .87)
(continued)
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Table 27, continued

LOCAL GRouUP
Total Racial Group Gender Enrollment Status
Prefer uot
White Non-white respond Male Female Full-time Part-time
N  Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(5D) (sp) (sb) (sD) (Sh) (SD) (sD) (SD)
Student employ- 29 3.59 25 3 2.00 1 5.00 15 3.80 14 3.36 | 29 3.58 0 --
ment services
(1.24) (1.14) (1.00) - (1.01) (1.45) (1.24) -
College 65 3.63 60 3.65 2 3.50 3 3.33 29 3.62 36 3.64 35 3.37 30 I3.93I
orientation
program (1.05) (1.09) (.71 ( .58) (1.15) ( .99) (1.21) ( .74)
Credit~-by- 11 3.27 9 3.33 1 3.00 1 3.00 7 2.00 4 3.75 7 3.29 4 3.25
examination
program (1.91) (1.12) - -- (1.15) ( .50) ( .76) (1.50)
Section 3.79 3.84 3.37 3.58 5.73 3.83 3.53 |4.02|
(.77 ( .72) (1.13) ( .83) (.78) (.77 ( .82) ( .64)
- - 8

Note. Satisfaction scores were calculated from responses on a five-point scale ranging from (1) very dissatis-
fied to (5) very satisfied. Analyses of variance (F tests) were conducted at P £ .05. F te- s were distributed
on c-1 and n-c-1 degrees of freedom, where n is the total sample size and ¢ is the mmber r lassifications.

Symbols. 1In any one row (between vertical lines) a score in a rectangle {s significantly d. ferent from
(higher or lower than) the underlined score(s). (See pages 94~96 fo. rationale of zymbol system.)
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Table 28
Satisfaction Levels of Adult Undergraduates (n=141) with Key Environmental Aspects,
in Comparison to National Nomms and According to Degree Group and Age Group

LOCAL GROUP

NATIONAL Total Degree Classification Group Age Group

NORMATIVE

GROUP Uww BGS orh. Maj. 25-29 30-39 40 & over

N  Mean N Mea N Mean N Mea- i« Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(SD3 (SD (SD) (€v) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)

Course content in 202¢1 3.87 125 3.86 58* 3.72 3* 3,00 64* 4.03 48 4.00 44 3.77 33 3.79
major field

( .93) ( .93) (1.02) (1.00) ( .80) ( .82) ( .96) (1.62)
Instruction in 120060 3.92 120 3.90 55 3.82 3 3.33 62 4.00 46 4.02 4. 3.83 32 13.81
major field '
! (.92) ( .94 ( .98) ( .58) ( .90) ( .91) ( .88) (1.06)
Out-of-class 20211 3 89 134 3.78 65 3.86 4 3.25 65 3.74 49 3.76 52 3.71 33 3.94
avallability of
faculty ' ( .92) ( .91) ( .81) (1.26) ( .99) ( .92) ( .89) (.93)
Faculty attitude 20702 139 3.81 | 69 3.83 4 4.00 66 3.79 | 53 3.68 53 3.74 33
oward students - —
( .96) ( .92) ( .92) ( .82) ( .94) ( .96) ( .94) (.75)
Flexibility t 19004 3.55 133 {4.09 71 |4.58 4 4.25 58 3.48 48 . 52 4.19 33 4.42
Jexibility to 3.55 [a-38] 3.48 (5] 52 419 33 w2
gram of study ‘ (1.05) (1.00) (.77) ( .96) ( .94) (1.02) ( .89) (1.03)
Availabiiit 19935 3.82 138 [4.04 70 |4.44 4 4.25 64 3.59 51 3.65‘ 54 4.28 33 4,27
of advisory — - b :‘ e— -_—
(1.01) (1.01) (.79) ( .96) (1.05) (1.07) ( .81) (1.04)
Value of inf ti 19786 3.71 138 3.86 70 (4&.27 4 3.75 64 3.41 52 13.37 53 4.17 33 4.12
Blue 5L, prorasy Lon .27 2 | 2 o] s w33 ek
(1.06) (1.15) ( .91) (1.26) (1.22) (1.24) ( .97) (1.02)
General admissions 20531 3.62 134 3.60 64 3.50 4 3,50 66 3.70 50 3.66 52 3.46 ;2 3.72
procedures
( .594) .86) ( .84) (1.29) ( .86) ( .96) ( .73) ( .89)
Accuracy of pre- 19999 3.64 132 _.56 66 3.61 3 2.67 63 3.56 51 3,57 53 3.55 28 3.57
enrol lment !
information ( .96) {1.00) ( .93) (1.15) (1.06) (1.08) ( .84) (1.14)
Catalog/adnissions 23344 136 3.63 66 3.64 4 .00 66 3.61 53 3.55 52 3.54 31 3.94
publigations . -_—
( 85) ( .89) ( .85) ( .82) ( .94) ( .97) ( .80) ( .85)
(continued)
O ‘ ‘)F'ﬂ
ERIC AN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

E

‘ A ruText provided by Eric

RIC

Table 28, continued

LOCAL GROUP
NATIONAL Total Degree Classification Group Age Group
NORMATIVE
GROUP UWwW BGS Oth. Maj. 25-29 30-39 40 & over
N ?esn N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
SD) (sp) (sD) (sD) (SD) (sb) (SD) (SD)
Student voice in 17003 3.09 100 3.14 43 3.12 1 3.00 56 3.16 | 44 3.14 34 2.97 22 3.4l
college policies
( .91) ( .92) ( .79) -- (1.02) (1.09) ( .80) ( .67}
General registra- 20664 3.43 135 3.33 €. 3.21 4 3.25 65 3.45 52 3.38 50 3.20 33 3.42
tion procedures .
(1.10) ( .87) ( .83) ( .96) ( .90) ( .95) ( .81) ( .83)
Availability of 20210 [3.07] 135 2.71 65 2.49 4 2.25 66 [2.95] | 52 2.79 51 2.59 32 2.78
desired cm);rses at - —— —_— -
suitable times (1.18) (1.12) (1.10) ( .50) (1.11) (1.27) (1.00) (1.04)
Cos for student | 20549 135 3.13 67 [3.36| 4 2.75 64 2.91 50 3.04 53 3.11 32 3.28
cacers, for studen 20 | e [%] 2.91
(1.05) (1.05) ( .90) (1.50) (1.12) (1.05) (1.03) (1.083
Artitude of non- | 19631 125 3.31 | 6i 3.43 3 3.33 61 3.20 | 48 3.27 49 3.16 28 3.64
eaching st R
towards students ¢ .97) ( .95) (.88)  (.58)  (1.03) (.92)  (.90)  (1.06)
Racial harmony at | 19579 [3.72] 118 2.75 57 2.51 3 3.33 58 46 2.76 46 2.59 26 3.00
this collegey - -_— -_—
( .88) ( .94) ( .97) ( .58) ( .87) ( .92) ( .91) ( .98)
Opportunities for | 13407 3.32 76 3.20 | 25 3.04 1 3.00 50 3.28 | 39 [3.33] 24 2.79 13 3.54
student employment -—_—
( .90) ( .95) (1.02) - ( .93) ( .90) ( .98) ( .80)
Student government | 1492C I3-22! 81 2.90 29 2.86 1 3.00 51 2.92 39 2.95 29 2.72 13 3.15
( .82) ( .85) ( .74) -- ( .91) ( .92) ( .88) ( .37)
Campus media (stu- |17282 3.33 110 49 3.63 3 3.67 58 3.59 | 44 3.81 43 [3.23] 23 3.9
dent newspaper, —_— —_—
radio, etc. ( .93) ( .86) ( .96) ( .58) ( .88) ( .72) ( .95) ( .67)
This college in 20677 3.9% 140 3.97 70 3.49 4 3.75 66 3.97 53 3.94 53 3.77 34
enera — —
& ( .85) ( .79 ( .79) ( .50) ( .80) ( .79) ( .82) ( .59)
Section 3.63 3.55 | 3.62 3.47 3.49 3.48 3.49
( nlc) ( .50) ( .78) ( .55) ( .55) ( .49) ( .53)

( .53)

See Table 26 footno.es for explanatiou of figures displayed and of sywbol system for identifying signif. ant

differences.

*Analysis of variance indicated significant differences among subgroups, but a
did not pinpoint subgroups having greatest influence on those differences.

s
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Table 29
Satis_action Levels of Adult Undergraduates (n=141) with Key Environmental Aspe~ts,
According to Racial Group, Gender, and Enrollment Status

LOCAL GROUP
Total Racial Group Gender Enrollmen* Status
Prefer not
White Non-white respond Male Female Full-time Part-time
N Mean N Mean N Mean n  Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(SD) (SD) (sn) (SD) (SD) (SD) (sD) (SD)
Course content in 125 3.86 112 3.82 8 4.25 3 4.33 52 3,92 73 3.82 63 3.89 62 3.84
major field
( .93) ( .95) (.71) ( .58) ( .86) ( .98) (.97) ( .89)
Instruction in 120 3.90 107 3.86 8 4.25 3 4.33 52 3,98 68 3.84 60 3.90 60 3,90
major field
( .94) ( .96) (.71) ( .58) ( .87) (.99 (1.02) ( .86)
Out-of-class availa-| 134 3.78 117 3,77 11 3.82 4 4,25 57 3.77 17 3.79 63 3.79 71 3.717
bility of faculty
( .91) ( .94) (.75) ( .50) (1.00) ( .85) (1.02) ( .81)
Faculty attitude 139 3.8l 120 3.84 13 3.62 4 3.75 58 3.81 81 3.81 65 3.78 74 3.84
toward stients
( .92) ( .92) ( .96) (1.26) ( .96) ( .90) ( .93) ( .92)
Flexibility to 133 4.09 114 4.09 13 4.06 & 4.50 56 3.83 19 59 3.61 74 | 4.47]
design own program e —
of study (1.00) (1.04) C.71) ( .58) (1.11) ( .89) (1.05) ( .78)
Av%ilgbility 138 4.04 120 4,02 12 4,17 4 4,50 57 3.81 81 }4.21 63 3.70 75 |0.33|
of advisor
(1.01) (1,02 (1.03) ( .58) (1.08) ( .93) (1.13) ( .79)
Value of information| 138 3.86 121 3.81 12 4.00 4 4,50 57 3.56 81 |&.06| 63 3.37 75]14.27
provided by advisor
(1.15) (1.14) (1.35) ( .58) (1.25) (1.03) (1.30) ( .81)
General admissions 134 3.60 115 3,63 13 3.38 4 3,75 56 3.54 78 3.64 62 3.53 72 3.65
procedures
( .86) ( .84) (1.04) ( .50) ( .93) ( .80) ( .90) ( .82)
Accuracy of pre- 132 3.56 113 3.52 13 3.85 4 3.50 54 3,52 78 3.59 62 3.47 70 3.64
enrollment
information (1.00) (1.01) (¢ .99) (1.00) (1.06) ( .96) (1.15) ( .83)
Catalog/admissions 136  3.63 117 3.66 13 3.46 4 3,75 57 3.65 79 3.62 61 3.51 75 3.73
publications
( .89) ( .89) ( .97) ( .50) ( .95) C .85) (.99 {.79)
(continued)
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Table 29, continued

LOCAL GROUP

Total Racial Group Gender Enrollment Status
Prefer not
White Non-white respond Male Female Full-time Part-time
N  Mean Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N ?ean N Mean N Mean
(sp) (Sb) (sn) (sb) (SD) SD) SD) (sb)
Student voice in 100 3.14 87 Z.17 8 3.00 3 3.00 47 3.19 53 3.09 54 3.09 46 3.20
college policies
( .92) ( .94) ( .92) - ( .99) ( .86) ( .99) ( .83)
General registration | 135 3.33 117 3.38 13 3.00 4 2,75 55 3.45 80 3.24 62 3.39 73 3.27
procedures
( .87) ( .87) ( .82) ( .96) ¢ .81) ( .90) ( .93) ( .82)
Availability of 135 2.71 118 2.74 12 2.33 3 3.67 57 2.88 78 2.59 64 2.78 71 2.65
desired courses at
suitable times (1.12) (1.13) ( .98) ( .58) (1.10) (1.12) (1.16) (1.08)
Concern for student |135 3.13 116 3.11 13 3.15 4 3.50 54 3.15 81 3.11 63 2.84 72 IJ.JBI
as individual
(1.05) (1.09) ( .e0) ( .58) (1.00) (1.08) (1.12) (.91
Attitgiles of lfl(fm' 125  3.31 108 -3.37 11 2.64 4 3.50 52 3.23 73 3.37 63 3.19 62 3.44
teaching sta -
towards students ( .95) (¢ .9.) ( .81) ( .58) (1.00) ( .92) (1.06) ( .82)
Racial harmo.y at 118 2.75 101 2.81 11 2,27 4 2,25 49 2.86 69 2.67 62 2.76 56 2.73
this college
( .94) ( .93) ( .90) ( .96) ( .93) ( .93) ( .99) ( .88)
Opportunities for 76 3.20 63 3.25 9 2.78 2 3.50 36 3.22 40 3.18 50 3.20 26 3.19
student employment
( .95) (1.00) ( .67) (.71) L .96) ( .96) (1.07) f.69)
Student government 81 2.90 67 2.91 9 2.89 3 3.00 41 2.80 40 3.00 50 2.88 31 2.94
( .85) ( .87) (.93) - ( .95) ( .72) ( .94) ( .68)
Campus media (stu- 110 3.6l 95 3.66 9 3.44 4 3.25 50 3.44 60 3.75 59 3.56 51 3.67
dent newspaper,
radio, ete.) ( .86) (.86 (1.0 (.50) (.88) (.81 (.95 (.74
This college {n 140 3.97 122 4.02 12 4 4,50 58 4.00 82 3.95 65 3.91 75 4.03
genera —
( .79) ( .75) ( .67) (1.00) ( .84) (.75 ( .88) ( .70)
Section | 3.5 | 3.5 3.42 3.70 3.51 3.8 | 3.42
( .53) ( .53) ( .59) (.33 ( .57) ¢ .51) ( .56) ( .48)

See Table 26 footnotes for explanation of figures displayed and uf symbol system for identifying significant

differenc2s.
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Potential Responsiveness: Climates for Maintenance
or Adoption of Effective Practices

Heretofore the analysis of data has been geared toward character—
izing the pr2sent state of responsiveness to adult urdergraduates at
the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The present state was
shown to have as components both proponence for and usage of certain
practices. First, the various practices were placed in rank order
according to the number of propounents for each. Then the same prac-
tices were rank~ordered according to the number of units which use
them. Subsequently, a major portion of the chapter was given to
analyzing and comparing proponence ani usage across various aggrega-
tions of respondent groups--uvnit heads, faculty, academic advisors,

support-service neads, and heads of the Division of Continuing Educa-

tion and University Without Walls.

Now the findings report turns to how potentially responsive the

university is to adult undergraduates. For Parts 1 and 2 of that
exercise in speculation, the ingredients are still proponence and
usage, but the way they are viewed differs. For Parts 3 and 4, writteu
responses to open-ended questions are the focus.

Part 1, Potential Responsiveness:

Unit Heads, Faculty, Advisors

The analysis described in this section combines proponence and

usage responses and imposes a weighting scheme upon the combinations in
order to establish measures of "climate" for maintenance or adoption of
the various practices. The rationale is that the nature of a climate
or environment is assumed to have some relationship to the numbers in

that enviroament of proponents who are users, of proponents who are not
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users, of non-proponents who are users, and of non-proponents who are
non-users. Where higk proponence and high usage are shswn, a current
practice will likely be maintained or coutinued. Where thire are low
proponence and low usage, a practice has little chance for adoption.
In betweea those extremes, the prognosis is less clear.

A formuia yielding a climate score for each item of practice in an
instrument was developed. First, for each item of practice, the number
of respondents in each of five categories was determined:

YY Signifies that person responded "Yes" to proponent

questior, "Yes" to >sractice (usage) question

YN Signifies that person responded "Yes" to proponent
question, "No" to practice (usage) question

NY Signifies that person responded "No" to proponent
question, "Yes" to practice (usage) question

NN Signifies that person responded "No" to proponent
question, "Nc" to practice (usage) question

M(issing) Sign.fies that person failed to respond to
one or both questions with unamlbiguous "Yes"
or "No"

Frequencies in each category, fur each item of practice in turn, were

entered into the following formula:

Climate Score = 4 x (No. YYs) + 3 (No. YNs) + 2 (No. NYs)

+ 1 (No. NNs) + 0 (M)

For exaample, in response to "Being available for advising appointments
outside weekday, daytime hours,"” 43 faculty "said" YY, 17 said YN, 3
said NY, 20 said NN, and 8 were in the M(issing) category. The climate
score for the practice is thus 249. (The range of climate scores for

items in the faculty instrumeni was from 118 to 325..

235
2h8




S

The mean and standard deviation of the ciimate scores n each
instrument were determined. Practices whose climate scores are more
than one standard deviation above the mean were set apart, defined as
being in a warm climate (that is, as being most likely candidates) for
maintenance or adoption in this university. Practices whose climate
scores are more than one standard deviation below the mean were also
set apart, defined as being in a cool climate (that is, as being le~st
likely candidates) for adoption. The number of practices set apart in
either climate area is, underscandably, a function of the variation of
scores about the mean; this number varied from five to 10 practices.

Table 30 displays the warm—-climate practices for each respondent
group. As might be expected, those few practices at the very top of
each wanu list are familiar, having been identified early in the chap~
ter as in wide use. For them the new weighting scheme has little
value, except to reinforce their status. A short distance from the top
of the list, however, the blends of non-proponents and non-users with
proponents and users begin to affect how warm the climate for a less-
used practice might be.

Table 31 shows cool-climate practices. At this extreme, if the
weighting scheme were 10t used, little could be said about the poten-
tial of practices which currently have little or no usage in the uni-
versity. The weighting formula enables the user to speculate about
potential usage on the basis of something more than simple non-usage.

Following are sume practices which were elevated into warm cli~
mates by the formula: in depar:ment: and divisions, making Honors or
other accelerated courses available, and having faculty discussions

about capabilities of student who complete programs; for faculty,
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Table 30
"Warm" Climate for Maintaining or Adopting Practices,
as Determined by Weighted Proponence/Usage Scores
of Unit Heads, Faculity, and Advisors

“Warm" Climate for Maintenance or Adoption by Departments and Divisions

47. Making academic advising available within department (usage now high)

465. Accepting credits as equal to those of departmental courses .or

courses in day programs of other colleges and universities (usage now high)

45. Monitoring student progress in department
(for planning or for identifying students in academic difficulty)

44. Designing departmental brochures to show program structure

43. Making Honors or other aavanced/accelerated courses available
in department

42. Maintaining good referral necrwork with other advising scurces on
campus

41. Offering courses through Division of Continuing Education

40. Holding organi: »d faculty discussion about what students completing
program can do

“War.. Climate for Maintenance or Adoption by Faculty

34. Supervising an independent study course (usage now

23. Advising about course substitutions, depar-mental examinations,
other ways of making curriculum more fle¢ :ibl.

32. varying mode of delivery according to leariing preferences in
a class

31. Teaching interdisiplinary courses

30. vVarying role in classroom according to needs of particular student
group

29. Teaching course allowing student to develop individualized learning
contract

28. Teaching course with experiential learning cozponent

27. Varying amount of structure provided according to needs of particular

class

igh)

(tie)

"Warm” Climate for Maintenance or Adoption by Academic Advising Units

35. Providing inftormation about personal and career counseling

programs available on campus (usage now
34. Providing information about other academic advising sources on

campus (usage now

1002)

100%)

33. Collecting demographic data about unit’s advisees (usage now high)

32. Collecting studen. descriptive data [class status, degree

objective, etc.] about unit’s advisees (usage now high)

31. Collecting data oa previous learning experience {transfer credit,
credit by examination and equivalency, etc.] of unit’s advisees
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Table 31

"Cool” Climate for Maintaining or Adopting Practices,
as Determined by Weighted Proponence/Usage S -:ores
of Unit Heads, Faculty, and Advisors

"Cool” Climate for Maintenance or Adoption by Departments and Divisions

Offering an entire departmental program at off-campus locations
Making remedial programs available off campus
Offering an entire departmental program via radio, telecommunications, computer-
assisted or other mediated format
Allowing st'idents to apply credit towards program requirements by successful
exanmination via PEP (ACT s Proficiency Examination Program)
Offering one or more traditional departmental courses via correspondence study
Offering an entire depzrtmental program via correspondence study
Offering an entire jepartmental program via independent study
Allowing students to apply credit towards program requirements through the
equivalency procedures of
—-New York Regents” guide to programs in noncollegiate organizations
==ACE guide to military educatioﬁ}
--ACE guide to training programs (tie)

“Cool” Climate for Maintenance or Adention by Faculty

Leading national, regional, or local efforts related to adult learning or adult
learners

Teachiig, advising, or otherwise working with adult students in groups or agencies
other than business/industry, human service agencies, governmental agencles, or
continuing education units of other c.lleges or universities

Advising students at off-campus locations

Understaking research or service having adult students as a focus

Teaching a course via correspondence study

"Cool” Climate for Miintenance or Adoption by Academic Advising Units

Advising students about courses offered via radio, telecommunications, computer-
assisted or other mediated formats

Using computer-assisted academic advising for adults

Advising students about earning credi* via correspondence study

Making some advising available off cawpus

Advising students about earning credit through equivalency procedures of ACE guide
to military education

Collecting situational data [other than those listed in seven oth.. categories] about
advisees

Advising students about earning credit through equivalency procedures of ACE guide
to training programs

Advising students about earning credit through equivalency procedures of New York
Regents” guide to programs in noncollegiate institutions

Advising students about earning credit by success€ul examination via PEP (ACT s
Proficiency Examinatic.: Program)
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teaching an interdisciplinary course. Some practices were moved out of
the very bottom ranks and closer to the mean by the formula (perhaps
improving their chances): in departments and divisions, sponsoring or
participating in staff workshops about adult-student needs; for facul-
ty, teaching "response” courses through DCE; for advisors, partici-
pating in a staff workshc)> about adult-student needs, and taking a
leadership role in encouraging other advisors to broaden knowledge of
adult learners.

Some p-.ctices were pushed into the very coolest climates by the
formula: for faculty, advising at off-campus locations; and for advi-
sors, advising studeats about earning credit via correspondence study
and via PEP examinations.

The climate scores for all practices in the unit~head, faculty,
and advisor instruments are listed in rank order in tables in Appendix
D. Included with the lists are the numbers of YY, YN, NY, NN, and

Missing scores for each practice.

Part 2, Potential Responsiveness:
"Adult" Units and Support-Service Units

A simple comparison rather than a weighting formula determined
disparities between proponence and usage concerning the 26 practices
to which heads of support-service units, Division of Continuing Educa-
tion, University Without Walls responded. Earlier, the varying numbers
of support-service heads responding to the 26 practices lent themseclves
best to tables which simply rank practices according to percentages »>f
proponents (Table 6) and to percentages of users (Table 10).

The examination now focuses on relationships between those two

rank-ordered lists. The practices for which proponence and usage are




uniformly high are labelled as being in a very warm climate (i. e., as
indicative of high responsiveness to adult undergraduates). Those for
which a large gap appears between proponence and usage are singled out
as being in a warm climate (i. e., having the greatest potential for
adoption or expansion). Cool-climate practices were not determined for
this group because 50% or m.rc proponence was identified for each of

the 26 practices.

Very Warm Climate (High Responsiveness)

Proponence and usage ar2 very high (100% in DCE, UWw, and support

units) for seven of the 26 practices:
Coordinating services with other campus support units who
have adult students among their clientele
Collecting demographic data about students served by the unit

Including information about academic program alternatives
in orientation activi*les open to adult students

Providing information to advisees about other campus
sources of academic advising

Providing information to advisees about campus sources
of personal and career counseling

Having some persons in the unit who have undergone training
cr done special reading pertaining to the advising of
adults

Undergoing self-study in the unit to identify academic sup-
port services needed by students (including adult students)

Warm Climate (Areas of Potential Change)

Because simdyle rankings are only approximate indicators of rela-
tionships, and because unrecognized biases may have influenced the
selection of 26 practices from among many others in the interview

protocols, only those eight practices for which the proponence figure
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is more than 20 percentage points higher than the usage figure are

listed as warm-climate practices:

Implementing or planning a needs assessment which includes
attentiorn to opinions of current adult students about
(a) presently available programs and services and (b)
services not presently provided

(A similar item is the practice of establishing or main-
taining a mechanism for gathering information from adult
students to identify needed campus services)

Establishing or maintaining a newsletter or other publi-
cation which provides information of special interest to
adult students

Encouraging one or more unit staff to undergo training
or do special reading pertaining to services for adults

Informing students 1irolled in continuing education pro-
grams about a unit’s support services

Opening non-library learning resource centers [in support
units] in evenings and on weekends

Exploring the possibility of creating an office for

directing and/or coordinating programs and services
for ~dult students

Climates in DCE and UWW

When samples contain only one responient each, as do those con-

tainiug the heads of DCE and UWW, the term gap is not very meaningful.

Thus a disparity between proponence and usage in a single unit is a
superficial indicator of climate if qualifying information is lacking.
The few proponence/usage mismatches in the 26 support-service prac-
tices--none in DCE, two data-collection practices and one about a peer
assistance program in UWW--suggests instead that ongoing refinement
(and perhaps comparison) of existing practices rather than adoption of
new ones f m the study instruments is a more productive focus of

intra=-unit discussion.




Pa.t 3, Poteutial Responsiver:ss:

Interpi2tations of Mission and Purpose
The Yes/No check-off items which are the largest components of the
I survey instruments have the advantages of being readily counted and
analyzed. They have the disadvantages of iuviting perhaps oversimpli-
fied cir ces and of limiting respondert iunput tc the items chosen for
inclusion irn the instrument. F.r these reasons and because the mission
and objectives sections of the Guide were difficult - translate into
"proponent” and “practice” questicns, two open-ended questions were
asked of unit heads and faculty and two of advisors. Unit heads and
faculty ware asked how they would interpret university and department
missions regarding the development and delivery of services to .:dults.
Advisors were asked to interprz2t thoir advising unit’s purpose regard-
ing attention to undergraduate age diversity, aad to suggest a change
in the unit which would improvr responsiveness to adult stv nts. Each
group was also invited to add comments a’out survey items.

Nearly three-quarters, overall, of the unit-head, faculty, and

advisor respondents who returied usable instruments supplied responses
to at least one of the open-e~1ed questioas. O0f 48 ur. heads who
returned 'sgble instruments, 67% responded to thz univecsity mission
question and /9% to the depa-tment mission question; 21% suppliea nther
comments. Of 91 faculty who returned usable instruments, 71% responded
to the university mission question and 70% to the department mission
question; 31% supplied other :omments. Of 49 advisors returning usable
instruments, 78% resnonded to the purpose questior and 84% to the

change question; 41X added other comments.

26y




Content Analysis Procedure

Responses were content-analyzed in a procedure which derived cate-
gorization schemes from the sets of responses themselves. Four catego-
ries were established for responses to each open-ended question and for
"other" comments. The first cs*>sory rejresents the general tone
(positive, neutral, negativ: che response. The second, third, and
fourth categories nime specific classes of content.

Measures of inter-coder reliability were obtained by instructing
another doctoral student in the categorization procedure. Inter-coder
reliability statistics are reported at appropriate locations in the
text. Details of the content analysis procedure and tie inter-coder
reliability procedure are in Appendix F, along with copies of categori-
zation schemes.

The following report c nsists of an analysis of the unit affilia-
tion and gende> or respnndents according to the general tone of their
responses; a description of the largest c asses of responte content;
and a brief report about additional remarks. Fo. display in tables,
most content classes representing fewer than 10%¥ of a respondent group

were collapsed into "miscellaneous” or "ocher" subcategor as.

Tone of Responses to Open~Ended Questioms

Table 32 aisplays response tone of the mission interpr«-*ations of
the whole groups of unit heads and faculty and of their gender sub-
groups. Tabl. 33 displays the tone of the purpose and change responses
of the whole grovp of adv’.ors and of their gender subgroups. Among
unit heads, proportionately more males than femaies, and among faculty,
proportionately more femaies than males provided generally positive
responses to university mission and department mission questions. Pro-
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portionately more females than males wrote generally negative responses
to mission questions. This uueven pattern is s~mewhat incongruous with
earlier, quantitative fin®’ngs (which w~re statistically significant
although relatively few in number) placing females as higher scorers in
proponence .or and usage of . :tices effective with adults. Among
advisors, proportionately more female than male responses to the pur-
pose and change questions were generally positive, a result in ’ine

with outcomes of quantifiable components of the advisor instrument.

Table 32
Tone of Unit-Head and Farulty Responses to Open-Ended Questions

Unit Heads Faculty
GENDER GENDER
Tone Total Male Female Total Male Female
No. % No. T No. 2 No. % No. X _No. %

Interpretation of University Mission Regarding Service to Adults

Generally

positive 19 (59%) 17 (63%) 2 (40%) 46 (70%) 37 (68%) 9 (75%)

Neutral;

undetermined 8 (25%2) 6 (22%) 2 (40%) 16 (24%) 15 (28%) 1 ( 8%)

Generally

negative 5 (16%) 4 (15%) 1 (20%) 4 ( 6%) 2 (4%2) 2 (17%)
Totals 32 27 5 66 54 12

Interpretation of Department Mission Regarding Service to Adults

Generally

positive 28 (74%) 24 77%) 4 (57%) 35 (552) 28 (54%) 7 (58%)

Neutral;

undetermined 7 (18%) 6 (19%) 1 (14%) 20 (31%) 18 (352) 2 (17%)

Generally

negative 3 (8%) 1 (3%) 2 (292) 9 (14%) 6 (112) 3 (25%)
Totals 38 31 7 64 52 12
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Table 33
Tone of Advisor Responses to Open—Ended Questions

Tone Total Male Female
No. % No. % No. %

Interpretation of Advising~Unit Purpose
Regarding Age Diversity among Undergraduates

Generelly

positive 29 (74%) 17 (68%) 12 (86%)

Neutral;

undetermined 7 (18%) 6 (24%) 1 C7%2)

Generally

negative 3 ( 8%) 2 (82) 1 (7%)
Totals 39 25 14

Suggested Change in Unit to Increase
Responsiveness tc Adult Undergraduates

Generally

positive 26 (63%) 14 (56%) 12 (75%)

Neutral;

undetermined 6 (15%) 5 (20%) 1 € 6%)

Generaliy

negative 9 (22%) 6 (24%) 3 (19%)
Totals 41 25 16

Tonr distributions for unit heads, faculty, and advisors were
combined into organizatioral groups (school, college, faculty, other
advising unit). The groups were ranked in descending order by percen-

tag~ of generally positive responses:
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Unit of Affiliation Tone of Responses to

Open—-Ended Questions

Generally Neutral Generall-

Positive Negative

CASIAC (includes advisors only) 917 9% 0
College of Health Sciences 80 0 20%
O.her advising units (includes 73 9 18

advisors only)
Faculty of Humanities and

Fine Arts 71 19 10
School of Education 69 22 9
College of Food and Natural

Resources 61 23 16
Faculty of Social and Behavioral

Sciences 60 33 7
Faculty of Natural Sciences and

Mathematics 55 28 17
College of Engineering 45 41 14
Schocl of Management 40 40 20

(The School of Health and Physical Education is unranked to maintain

confidentiality for responses of the one PHE advisor.)

This ranking encourages speculati n about variations in university

climate for maintaining or adopting practices effective with adult
undergraduates. In some cases, earlie findings are corroborated. bat
the tone of some units” responser !s incongruous with proponence and
usage findings. Noteworthy is that the School of Education has a
rather weakly positive tone in comparison to its consistently high
degree of proponence for, and usage of, practices effective in serving
adult undergraduates. The tone of Humanities and Fine Arts responses
adds more optimism to HFA“s potential responsiveness to adults than was
warranted by that unit”s usual position in proponence and usage (i. e.,
HFA often scoreC lower than EDU and sometimes lower than Health Scien-
c2s, but was seldom significantly different from the other six units.)
Less dramatic a mismatch, probably, is “hat of the College of

Engineering, whose response tone could be t med low positive/high
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neutral. ENG exhibited significantly higher usag: of several effective
practices, particularly alternative delivery modes, than did various
other units.

A very interesting mix of ~ircumstances is that CASIAC, whose
responses to open-ended questions are ranked most positive in tone
among the 11 units, had only 3.7% adult students among its nearly 4,000
advisees in spring 1987. This is in line with the correlational find-
ing that advisor proponence and usage seem to be somewhat independent
of the proportions of adults they advisc.

Finally, the lowest tone position of the School of Managewent
could be seen as logical. MGT had only 2.2% adults among some 2,000
advisees in spring 1987.

Uait heads, faculty, and advisors were also ~ombined into the two
gender groups for an additional examination of tone categories. The
high percentages of females in the positive-tone category blend with
earlier findings placing females in significantly higher-scoring propo-
nence positions. Unanticipated on the basis of earlier findings,
however, was that _roportionately more females than males also wrote
generally negativ: ‘tone responses.

Gender Group Tone of Responses to
Open—Ended Questions

Generally Neutral Generally

Positive Negative
Female unit heads, faculty,
advisors 70% 12% 18%
Male unit heads, faculty,
advisors 64% 26% 10%
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2890




University Mission Question

Unit heads were asked,
As spokespers.on for your department, how do you inter-
pret this university”s mission as it relates, either
explizitly or implicitly, to the development or deli-
very of programs and services to adult students?

Faculty were asked,
How do you interpret this university’s mitsionas it re-
lates, either explicitly or implicitly, to the develop~

ment or delivery of programs and services to adult
students?

First judgment: In overall tone, responses were characterized as
Generally Positive, i. e., mission includes services to adults; Neutral
(or doesn”t know, gave too little information to classify as positive
or negative concerning services to adults); or Generally Negative, i.
e., sees no university mission to serve adults. Inter-coder reliabili-
ty for judging this category was .9..

More raculty (70%) than unit heads (59%) wrote responses judged
Generally Positive.

Responses in the Neutral and Generally Negative subcategories con-
tain no additional content to be categorized. The Generally Positive
responses were further anmalyzed for possible content in three classes
(see Table 34):

First content class: reasons the univecrsity’s mission includes
service to adults. The most frequent kind of response is that age is
not the major dizcriminating factor in determining who will be served
by the university. About one third of the responses fell under this
heading. About one fifth of the unit-hd%d/faculty group cited type of
instituti.=2 (state, land-grant, university) as sufficient reason for

serving aduits. Inter—coder reliability here was .85.
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Table 34
Characteristics of Positive Responses of Unit Heads
and Faculty to "University Mission" Question

Total Unit Heads Faculty
No. 2% No. b 4 No. %

Reasons University Mission Includes Service to aAdults

Type of instirt.tion (state, 14 (212) 3 (162) 11 (242)
land-grant, university)

Age not the major
discriminating factor 22 (342) 8 (422) 14 (30%)

No eason given 29 (45%) 8 (42%) 21  (46%2)

Total positive responses to
University mission quesrion 65 19 46

University Mission to Adults Includes Special Positive Emphases

Certain programs, approaches ° 14 (21%) 4 (212) 10 (222)
Extra effort needed to meet

mission 9 (142) 2 (11%) 7 (152)
Misc. other pcsitive emphases 13 (20%2) 5 (26%) 8 (17%)

No special positive emphasis
given in response 29 (45%) 8 (422) 21 (462)
Total positive resporses to
University mission question 65 19 46

University Mission is to Adults but With Constraints

Traditional functions, stand-
ards aust be maintained

(parallel to serving adults) 11 (17%) 2 (112) 9 (20%)
Misc. other constraints 19 (292) 8 (422) 11 (24%)
No constraints in response 35 (54%) 9 (472) 26 (56%)

Total positive responses to
University mission quest.on 65 19 46

Second content class: special emphases or aspects which iwdicate

that the uriversity has a mission to adults. Most frequently mentioned

were particular programs (such as continuing education and extension)
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or approaches suited to adults. Inter-coder reliability for this
judgment was .78.

Third content class: constraints to be considered wi.nin a univer-
sity mission that includes service to adults. The large<t subcategory
here contains comments indi-ating that demands of the profession or

discipline have higher priority than service to adults. Inter-coder

reliability for this judgment was 1.0.

Department Mission Question

Unit heads and faculty wera asked,

How do you interpret your department”s mission as it re-
lates, either explicitly ¢~ implacitly, to the develop-
ment or delivery of programs and services to adult
students?

First judgment: The det .rmi ation of overall tone was in the same
categorins as were used for the university mission question (Gemerally
Positive, Neutral, Genmerally Negative), with "department” substituted
for "university" in the full definiticms. Inter-coder reliability was
.83.

More unit heads and faculty answered the department-mission ques-
tion than responded to the university-mission question. In contrast to
the university-mission question, more unit heads (74%) than faculty
(55%) wrote responses judged generally positive.

Responses in the Neutral and Generally Negative tome subcategories
contain no .urther classifiable content. Generally Positive responses,
characterized in Table 35, were further content-analyzed for possible
content in three classes:

First content class: reasons the department s mission includes

service to adults. As was the case with university mission, about ome
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Table 35

Characteristics of Positive Responses of Unit Heads
and Faculty to "Department Mission” Question

Total Unit Heads
No. 2% No.

4

Faculty

No.

2

Reasons Department Mission Includes Service to Adults

Age not the major

discriminating factor 272 (352) 9
Type of department cr sclool

within University 14 (222) 7
Other reasons 6 (102) 2
No reason given 21 (33%) 10

Total positive responses to
department mission question 63 28

{322)

(252)
(712)
(36%)

11

35

372)

(202)
(112)
(312)

Department Mission to Adults Iancludes Special Positive Emphases

Certain programs, approaches 33 (522) 14 (502) 19 (542)
Misc. other emphases 20 (322) 7 (25%) 13 (372)
No special positive emphasis 10 (162) 7 (25%) 3 (92)
Total positive rnsponses to
department mission question 63 28 35
Department Missica is to Adults but With Constraiants
Adults must meet criteria (be
(motivated, come to campus) 7 (112) 2 (%) 5 (142)
Resources determine extent
of servic. co adults 7 (112) 5 (182) 2 (62)
Traditional funcitions, stard-
ards aust be maintained
(parallel to serving adults) 7 (11%) 2 (1) 5 (14%)
Profession/discipline demands
are higher priority 8 (137) 1 (42) 7 (202)
Service limited primarily
‘ to graduate studencs 6 (10%) 5 (17%) 1 (3%)
| Misc. other constraints 11 (17%) 6 (21%) 5 (14%)
| No constraints given 17 (27%) 7 (25%) 10 (29%)

Total positive r2sponses to
department mission question 28
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third of the positive-tone writers said age is not the major discrimi-~
nating factor in determining who will be served by the department.
Others cited the par*icular nature of a department as reason for
cserving adults. Inter-coder reliability for this judgment was .53, low
because of an unresolved difference between principal and second coders
concerning the specificity of one definition (see Content Analysis
Procedure in Appendix E.)

Second content class: specific emphases . aspects of department

mission to adults. One subcategory was judged to contain more than
half of the positive-tone responses: the citing of particular depart-
mental programs or approaches which are suited to adults. Inter—coder
reliability for determinations in this category was .95.

Third coatent class: constraints to be considered within a depart~
ment mission which includes service to adults. Four subcategories
contain more than 10X of positive-tone responses, none more than 20%.
More unit heads than faculty said resource constraints determine the
extent of service to adults, and that their unit”’s service to adults is
limited mostly to graduate students. More faculty than unit heads said
adults 'sust meet certain criteria, and that traditional functions and
standards must also be maintained. Twenty percent of faculty whose
responses were generally positive said the demands of their professions
or disciplines “old higher priority than does service to adults.

Inter-coder reliability for this category was .89.

Purpose-of-Advising-Unit Question

Academic advisors were asked,

How you do you interpret the purpose of your advising
unit as it relates to age diversity among undergraduates?

N
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First judgment: Following the established pattern, responses were
first judged according to overall tone: Generally Positive conc::ning
attention to age diversity; Neutral (or doesn’t know, unclassifiable as
positive or negative concerning attention to age diversity); or
Generally Negative concerning attention to age diversity. Inter-coder
celiability for this judgment v s .82.

Nearly 75% of advisor responses to the purpose question we:e
generally positive, with females providing proportionately more of
them, as shown in Table 36. All responses were further examined for
possible content in three classes:

First content class: unit philosophy or stance regarding attention

to age diversity. Two very similar but distinguishable concepts

emerged in the categorization process: a philosophy of serving all
students, students in general (labeled the "group" concept) and a

philosophy of treating each advisee as an individual case (larzled the

"individual” concept). Nearly half cf the responses about unit purpose
contained content in the "individual case" subcategory (see Tab e 36).

About one fifth fell in.o the "group” subcategory and one fifth into an
"explicit sensivivity to adults” subcategory. Inter—coder reliability

for this judgment was .70.

Second content class: special functions ("evidence") regarding

attention to age diversity. Comparativel~ few responses contained

content in this category. The largest proportion was 15%, citing
particulc. unit programs suited to adult students. Inter-coder relia-
bility here was .77.

Third content class: constraints nder which the unit operates

while attending to age diversity. Small subcategories here (10% and
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Table 36
Categories of Responses of Advisors
to "Purpose” Question

Category Nusber Percent

Unit has Philosophy or Stance Regarding ..ttention to Age Diversity

Help all students, students in general

("group” concept) 7 (182)
Treat each student ss individual case
("individual®™ concept) 18 (462)
Unit has explicitly stated sensitivity to adult
students 8 (212)
No philosophy or stance described in response 6 (152)
Total response to purpose question 39

Uait has Special Functions Regazding Attention to Age Diversity

Promote/manage programs especially suited to adult

students 6 (152
Use approaches especially suited to adult students 3 ( 8%)
Other special functions 2 ( 5%)
No specisl functions mentioned in response 28 (72%)
' Total response to purpose question ;;

Unit Attends to Age Diversity, but with Constraints

Requirements, standards must be observed 4 (132)

Few or no adults seek unit’s services 5 (132)

No constraints cited in respons. 30 (772)
Totsl response to purpose question ;;

13% of responses) referred to the necessity of maintaining standards

and to stating that the unit has few or no adult advisees. Inter-coder

reliability for this category was 1.0.
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Change-in-Unit Question

Advisors were asked,

If you were to change your unit’s advising program to
make it more responsive to the needs of adult under-
graduate students, what ONE ASPECT would you change
first?

Following che established procedure, four judgments were made of
the responses to this question, but the last two pcoduced nothing
noteworthy. Nearly two-thirds of the responses were generally positive
in tone, with proportionately more females than males writing the
positive remarks. Inter-coder reliabil.ty for tone judgments was 1.0.

All change responses were analyzed for the type of change
suggested. The largest content class, with 27% of the responses,
contains staff changes, cuch as ~dding staff and training of present
staff in methods of serving adults. The size of this subcategory
compleuents the high proponence of advisors for staff workshops con-
cerning adult-student needs. The next largest content subcategory (17%
of the responses) concerns expanding hours of s~rvice. This somewhac

clashes wiih advisors” gererally low proponence for after—hours

advising. Inter-coder reliability for content about changes was 1.0.

Other Comments

The request concluding unit-head, faculty, and advisor irstruments
was,
Please use the space below for any clarifying or
supplementary comments concerning survey items.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPAT1ON.
From 21% to 417% of the respondent groups wrote comments in addi-

tion to answering open-ended questions. Because content in these

remarks often -anged beyond survey items, they were content-analyzed
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via the established procedures. Although inter-coder reliability
figures were acceptable (ranging from .79 to 1.0), little additional
insight was gained into the university climate for practices effectire
with adults. The majority of the remarks were neutral in tone, and
most described personal situations or unit environments involvirg or

implying involvement with adults.

Partv 4, Potential Responsiveness:
Students” Suggestions for Change

The standardized instrument, Studeat Satisfaction Survey, has the

advantages of ease in scoring and quantifying student responses about a
wide range of college services and environmental aspects, and of having
been used widely enough that normative group data are available. How-
ever, its disadvantages are that it has not been tailored specifically
to this university and that it limits students” responses to choices on
a rating scale. For these reasons, and because research on adult
participation in higher education indicates that addlt students like to
have some influence on the course of their educational experiences, an
open-ended question was included with the S0S:

If you had the power to change any policies, practices,

attitudes, or behaviors of this institution towards

adult students, which TWO would you change first?

0f the 145 students who returned the S0S, 118 (81%) wrote respon-
ses in the space provided. Of the 118 comments, those of 97 students
(82% of the commenters, 67% of all student respondents) contained
suggestions for from one to 10 changes. By degree classification
group, 77% of all University Without Walls students who returned the

instrumecit wrote answers to the question, as did all four (100%) of

responding Bachelor of General Studies studeuts and 85% of responding
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Other Majors. The numbers of students suggesting changes were: UWW,

44; BGS, 4; and Other Majors, 49. (A maximum of two change suggestions

per student was included in the content analysis.)

Content Analysis Procedure

A categorization scheuwe was developed, partly derived from the
responses themselves and partly based on a "barriers to participaticn”
model described by Cross (1981), who synthesized several studies of
potential participants in adult educatior. Her model posits three
general kinds of barriers: situational, those arising from one’s life

circumstances and responsibilities; institutional, those created by the

policies and procedures of educational institutions; and dispositional,

those arising from one”s feelings of personal inadequacy.

An adaptation of the the barriers model to an "obstacles to satis-
faction" model was necessary for this study, for several major reasons:
The student participants in this study were currently enrolled students
at the time of the survey, not prospective enrollees barred from parti-
cipation by insurmountable hurdles. The preliminary sorting and cate-

gorizing process produced little in the dispositional category (that

is, expression about inner feelings of inadequacy), but a fa!r amount
directed outward, at changing others” attitudes. Because institutional

changes were asked for in the question, an institutional/procedural

category of content was moved into place as the first content category
for which responses were examined. The second category became those

suggestions for change which reflect students” life situations, and the

third an attitudes of others content category. (Additional details

about the classification process and its rationale are in Appendix E.)




Categorizing stud’ - responses was a more subjective undertaking
than judging university personnel responses. Ideally, a highly
reliable categorization scheme for a content analysis has clearly
discrete categories (Krippendorff, 1980, p. 88), yet the nature of
participation in a higher-education institution works against such
certainty. For example, wanting more after-hours courses (an institu-

tional/procedural frustration) is not truly separable from wanting

flexibility in meeting the demands of all of life’s responsibilities (a

life-situational frustration) or from wanting ctanges in faculty or

staff attitudes about requirements and office hours (attitudinal con-
flicts). Thus categorizing suggestions for change became a matter of
determining the dominant theme in the student”s response; if a bias can
be named, It is that because institutional changes were requested, more
were expected which could be placed under that heading than under the
other two.

A category was added in which judgments were made prior to those
in the three categories above. Somewhat similar to the first category
used for content-analyzing university personnel responses, it repre-
sents the overall tone of the response. Unlike the earlier first
category, it was also used to denote the presence or absence of sugges-
tions for change.

Following are a brief characterization of the respondent group; an
analysis of overall tone and presence/absence of changes; a report of
major types of change suggestions under three content headings; and
some linkages of change categories to satisfactiun scores and to the

"barriers” literature.
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Results are presented for the whole group and according to degree
classification subgroups, but are not broken down by other respondent
characteristics. Earlier findings concerning satisfaction with college
aspects indicated that the degree designation of respondents, a key
criterion because it determined the sampling frame for the survey,
subsumes most of the other aggregating criteria used in analysis of the
quantifiable data. However, in order to restablish a perspective on
the two larger of the three degree groups, most of their dominant
characteristics are repeated here: UWW students are more likely to be
older than Other Majors and also more likely to have part-time enroll-
ment status along with part- or full-time emplnyment status; more than
70% of the UWW sample is female, compared to 45%of the Other Majors

sample.

Tone of Response, with or without Change Suggestions

As shown in Table 37, the largest subcategory of responses in the
tone category is Suggested Changes in a Predominantly Negative Context.
This subcategory represents 60% of those who suggested changes. A
response from an Other Majors students is one example:

I would drop the students activity fee/health fee and other

fees associated w/on campus living and not really associated

w/older/off campus students. I did not use, or really have

the option to use these offerings and I resented having to

pay for them.

There is also a very impersonal and bureaucratic attitude

among the office and support perscnnel at the college. To

get any discrepancy attended to concerning grades, documents,

etc., proved to be a very aggravating experience. . . .

Proportionately more responses in this subcategory came from Other

Majors (59%) than from UWW students (36%). Three of the four BGS

students also wrote responses judged to belong in this subcategory.
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Table 37
Tone of Student Responses to Open-Ended Question,
Presence or Absence of Suggested Changes
According to Degree Classification

DEGREE CLASSIFICATION
Total Uww BGS  Other

Category Ma jors
Suggested change(s) only, or in neutrsl context 28 (19%Z) 16 1 11
Suggested change(s) in predominantly positive context 1 (712) 7 0 4
Suggested change(s) in predoainanrly negative context 58 (40%) 21 3 3

(Subtotal: Students suggesting changes) 97) (44) (%) (49)
No changes suggested; predominantly positive comment 13 (92) 8 0 5
No changes suggested; neutral or equally poaitive and

negative coament 8 (62) 4 0 4
No changea suggested; predominantly negative comsent 0 0 0 0 0

(Subtotal: Students responding but not suggesting

changes) 21) (12) 0) (5)
Did not respond to open-ended question 27 (19%) 17 0 10

TOTAL NUMBER OF INSTRUMENTS RETURNED 145 (1002) 73 4 68

The tone subcategory next in size, Changes Only and Changes in
Neutral Context, is half the size of the largest or . This example was
written by a UWW student:

I would make an attempt to change the following policies or

procedures:

L. Encourage broader range of core and major courses

available in the evening and weekend for adult students
2. Extend business hours to obtain parking stickers, ID’s,
textbooks, and to correct billing problems
UWW students wrote more of these, proportionately, than did Other

Majors students.




The smallest of the tone subcategories containing suggestions for
change is Suggested Changes in a Predominantly Positive Context. An
Other Majors stuant supplied this example:

NeeC better information concerning the Engineering program
and need some help choosing courses. Also some cross infor-
mation about math and physics courses. I m not talking about
requirements alone ~~ also need some information and "orien-—
tation” in these areas to be better able to plan course of
study. I do not see any problems towards adult students!

Institutional /Procedural Category

Iwenty-eight students said that one of the first two changes they

would make in the university would be to schedule more courses after i

p.m. and on weekends. Of the 28, 25 are UWW students. This subcatego-

ry of suggestions, which heads the 1ist in Table 38, accounts for one-
fourth of all the analyzed suggestions for change, one-fourth of all
suggestions in the Institutional/Procedural category, and one-half of
UWW students” suggestions in that category.

Following distantly behind are three subcategories of Institu-
tional/Procedural changes, each of which drew 10% of the suggestions in
the category. Eight of the 10 suggestions for making the activi-
ty/health fee structure more relevant or fair to adult students came
from Other Majors (who are mostly full-time students and thus are
assessed full fees). Twice as many Other Majors as UWW students would
create greater flexibility irn procedures involving deadlines and pro-
gram requirements. Equal numbers of suggestions were offered by UWW
and Other Majors students for improving relevance or quality of courses

and/or instruction.
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Table 38
Categories of Student Suggestions for Change

DFGREE CLASSIFICATION

Total Uww BGS  Other
Ma jors

Institutional/Procedural Category

Schedule more courses after 4 p.m. and/or on weekends -8
Make courses/instruction more relevant, higher quality
Allow flexibility in core/general education requirements
Allow more flexibility in procedural matters

Make fee strcture more fair for persons who don't
need/use activities, health services, etc.

Broaden access (hours) to faculty, advisors, services

Improve articulation with DCE and UWW
Plan more social activities for adult students

Improve parking availability, solve parking problems

Improve availability, flow of.information M 2 0 5
Other changes (too cryptic to clarsify; not
pertinent to policies concerning students) 10 1 2 7
Total in iastitutional/procedural category 101 51 5 45
Percentage of category total by degree classification 100% 50% 52 452
(Number of students rerresented) (81) (37) (4) (40)

Life-Situational Categ~-y

Costs: Improve access to financial aid, cut delays 9 3 0 6
Increase child care gervices 7 2 0 5
Consider time lack, pressure of other r -onsibilities 3 1 1 1
Establish or increase places to study 5 1 0 4
Housing: Improve availability/suitability for adul‘s 11 2 0 9
Total changes in life-situational category 35 9 1 25
Percent of category total by degree classification 100% 26% k¥4 712
(Number of students represented) (34) (9 (1 (24)
(continued)
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Table 38, continued

Attitude of Others Category

Change attitudes (source, content unspecified) 4 1 0 3
Change attitudes (source: faculty attitudes) 5 2 1 2
Chauge attitudes (source: staff attitudes) 3 2 0 1
Change attitudes (source: other students” attitudes) 1 1 0 0
Change attitudes (content: race disharmony, other

discrimination) 7 5 0 2
Change attitudes (content: failure to recognize

adult status, work experience, prior learning) 10 5 0 S
Change attitudes (content: failure to treat students

as individuals) 4 2 0 0

Total suggestions in attitudinal category 34 18 1 15

Percentage of category total by degree classificaion 1002 532 3z 442

(Number of students represented) 31 (15) (n (15)

Life-Situational Category

Suggestions for changes in university housing availability and/or
suitability for adult students account for a third of the suggestions in
the Life-Situational category. Nine of the 11 responses (82%) were
written by Other Majors. The second tier of Table 38 shows
Life-Situational subcategories and their sizes. Even without the
Housing subcategory, the number of Other Majors” suggestions érising,
according to the model, from conflicts in adult-life circumstances is

double the number given by UWW studep .s.

Attitudinal Category

One fifth of the suggestions which were content-analyzed concerned

attitudes of others in the University. Largest of the actitude
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subcategories contains statements suggesting that neither adult status
nor adult learning are adequately recognized, (especially that variety
of the latter which has been obtained outside of, or prior to, enrollment

in the university.

Ties to Satisfactigg Levels

Because, one may assume, respondents wrote answers to the open-
ended question shortly after compléting the satisfaction components of
the SOS, scme comments have clearly discernible relationships to parti-
cular college services and/or environmental factors, especially those
which drew low mean satisfaction scores (see list, pages 220-221).
Standing out is the connection between the large group of suggestio;s
that more evening/weekend courses be offered and the item ranked lowest
in satisfaction among 20 selected environmental factors, "Availability
of the courses you want at the rimes you can take them." Supportable
but less confirmatory ties could be traced between suggestions for
changes in racial attitudes and the low satisfaction score for "Racial
harmony at this college,"” and between suggestions for changed attitudes
towards adult status and towards students as individuals and the low
satisfaction score for "Concern for you as an individual."

Had one of the selected environmental factors been "Satisfaction
with purpose for which student activity fees are used,"” it too would
have ranked near the bottom of the satisfaction list. Given this poor
showing, the received suggestions for changes in the fee structure are
predictable, although a greater number might have been expected. Two
additional items not previously reported, mean satisfaction with "Resi-~
dence halls rules and regulations" (a relatively low 2.98, n=46) and

mean satisfaction with "Residence hall services and programs" (an even
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lower 2.79, n=15), can be tied to Other Majors’ suggestions for changes

in housing policies for adults.

Ties to "Barriers” Research

The dominance of suggestions about expanding course schedules, plus
the modest number of suggestions about improving course relevance, mesh
with one conclusion in Cross”s (198i) synthesizing research on barriers
to adult participation in educational experiences. Concerning the five
general groups of institutional barriers she names, "potential learners
complain most about inconvenient locations an? schedules and about the
lack of interesting or relevant courses” (p. 104). But two other Cross
findings do not match results of the present content analysis: "The

cost of education and lack of time lead all other barriers of any sort

by substantial margins” (p. 100); neither area of suggested change
loomed impressively large in local students”’ comments. A possible
explanation is that lack of money and lack of time are, indeed, actual
barriers to participation, and that the adult students enrolled in this
university (and therefore eligible to express themselves in the present
survey) are those who have, for the time being, at least, surmounted

those barriers.

Summary of Findings

Overall participation in the study was high, more than 80%
overall. The completion rate of pencil-and-paper instruments was above
95%.

Proponence for practices effective in serving adult undergraduates
is generally more extensive than anticipated, but is neither evenly

distributed across the campus nor uniformly proportionate to the dis-
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tribution of adult undergraduates. Usage of practices effective in
serving adult undergraduates lags consi-erably behind proponence every-
where except the University Without Walls, the bivision of Continuing
Education, and some support units. However, very few practices are
totally foreign to this university. Several suitable for a wide age
range of students are solidly in place. Predictably, usage corresponds
more closely than does proponence to the numbers of adult under-
graduates served. A significant number of respondents expressed
unfamiliarity or uncertainty about some practices; this was a somewhat
unexpected outcome which prompted speculation that wider acquaintance
might increase both proponence for, and usage of, those practices.

Responses to open-ended questions about the mission of the insti-
tution, the missions of departments and divisions, and the purposes of
advising units as they relate to serving adult students paint a com-
paratively bright panorama of possibilities for older students. Some
unit heads and faculty said age is not the prime determinant of univer-—
sity clientele, others that a land-grant or public institution must
serve a wide range of constituents. Some advisors said each advisce
must be regarded as an individual case. This positive tone becomes
less so in the close-up view, vhere the number of practices in reason-
ably wide availability falls short of the amount of support for them.
In that same close-up view loom the adult students who are less satis-
fied than a national norm group about some practices, and who are

frustrated by what they perceive are institutional barriers.
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Extent of Proponence

Practices having highest proponence in this university are those
usable with a wide age range of students. They include making academic
advising available, networking with other advising sources, accepting
other colleges” traditional credits and this university”s continuing-
education credits, designing brochures to show program structure,
teaching interdisciplinary and independent-study courses, advising
students about flexibilities in the curriculum, collecting basic demo-
graphic data and educational progress data, coordinating support ser-
vices with other services, and implementing needs assessments.

Practices having lowest proponence here are those involving the
most extreme departures from traditional, campus~based programs--
correspondence study, entire programs in "distance" formats, off-campus
advising and remediation--and those limited primarily to adult

students--credit-by—equivalency, research on adult students.
Extent of Usage

Usage rates fall off rapidly beyond the following group of prac-
tices in widest application: making academic advising available, ac-
cepting traditional transfer credits, supervising independent study
courses, providing information about other advising and counseling
scurces, and collecting basic demographic and progress data about
students. Practices requiring investment of disproportionate amounts
of time or other resources in individual students are at intermediate
usage points, as are some coordinating and needs-assessment activities.
Lowest in usage are delivery modes which are the severest departures

from a campus-centered structure, along with research and service
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focused on adult students and staff development activities geared tc

improving service to that popula*ion.
Responsiveness of Unit Heads and their Units

Unit heads, on the average, are proponents of about twice as many
practices as are in use in their units, in roughly a 60%/32% ratio.

The School of Education is significantly higher than severa) other
academic units in proponence for and usage of alternate delivery modes
and credit evaluation practices, and in usage of program information
and delivery practices. The College of Health Sciences leads a few
other units in overall proponence, specifically in proponence for
credit evaluation practices. The College of Engineering is higher in
usage of ocf-campus and media-delivered courses (see Hindsights, Appen-
dix F).

The cluster of academic units (EDU + HSC) in which adult students
constitute about 15% of the undergraduate enrollment is dominant in
several areas of proponence and usage, notably program information and
delivery practices and credit-by-examination practices. The 10%-adults
cluster (Humanities and Fine Arts + Natural Sciences and Mathematics +
Engineering) is significantl higher than the 5%-adults c’uster in a
few areas, such as offering courses through the Division of Continuing
Education, monitoring student progress, and allowing development of
individualizea ctudy programs. (The 5%-adults cluster comprises Food
and Natural Resources, Social ard Behavioral Sciences, Physical Educa-

‘on, and Management).
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Responsiveness of Faculty

Overall, faculty are proponents of about twice as many practices
as they customarily use, in a 70%/35% ratio. Statistically, faculty
proponence varies very little across school-ccllege-faculty units,
adult-enrollment clusters, gender groups, academic ranks, or teaching
levels. EDU faculty are significantly higher in usage of off-cawmpus
teaching and two modes of teaching through DCE. HSC faculty and SBS
faculty show a higher rate of working with adults in human service
agencies. School of Management faculty are significantly lower in
proponence for giving positive consideration to the previous experience
of a potential adult enrollee.

More than 80% of faculty are proponents of teaching "response"

courses through DCE, but fewer than 102 3o so. Nearly 90% are propo-
nents of teaching DCE courses initiated by the faculty member or his/-
her unit, but fewer than one-tourth do so.

Faculty members in units where 15% of the enrollment is adults
lead in incorporating students” life experiences into course design, in
giving positive consideration to the age of prospective adult enrol-
lees, and in reading about adult college students. Less readily ex-
plainable is the 5%-adults cluster’s dominance over the 10%-adults
cluster in varying course structure and role of facuvlty according to
perceived class needs, in supervising independent study courses, aad i
teaching courres which have an experiential-learning component.

Associate professors are greatesr proponents of lLelping students
document noncollegiate, college~level lear .ing and of holding faculty
discussions about how students learn. Professors are greater propo-

nents of local workshops about student learning and assessment. Pro-
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fessors also have a higher rate of working with University Without
Walls students.

Regurding formal recognition for work with adult students, the
15%-adults cluster has a higher rate of mentioning such work in annual
faculty reports and of receiving recognition for such work from sources
outside the university. This group of faculty also leads in using
course-design practices which (a) challenge students to higher stages
of ego/personality development and moral/ethical development, (b)
respond to diverse student learning styles, and (c) attempt to move

students towards internal evaluation of their efforts.

Responsiveness cf Academic Advisors

The gap between proponence and usage is narrower for academic
advisors than for faculty or unit heads. Overall, advisors ire propo-
nents of 75% of the practices named in the advisor instrument, users of
more than half of those practices. Proponence and usage are both
relatively high for nearly half the practices in the instrument. At
the top are advising students about personal counseling sources and
other advising sources, advising students about independent study as an
option, and helping students find ways (such as planning individualized
majors) to make the curriculum more flexible.

Advisors in Social and Behavioral Sciences, Natural Sciences and
Mathematics, and Health Sciences are significantly lower in proponence
and usage concerning some data-collection practices. Engineering and
Education advisor units lead in their rates of having staff who have

taken special training or done special reading about advising adults.




Overall, advisors who have no adult advisees are lower in propu-
nence thaa advisors who regularly see adult advisees. The "no adults”
advisors lead, however, in suggesting continuing-education courses to
their advisees. Advisors who advise many adults lead in proponence for
and usage of credit-by-examination and credit-by-equivalency practices,
and in taking leadership roles in encouraging or causing other advisors
to broaden their knowledge of adult learners.

Although few in number, significant findings about the influence
of faculty or staff advisor "role" consistently elevate staff advisors
above faculty advisors in proponmence. Support for individual initia-
tive--for reading about adult students and for encouraging other
advisors to increase knowledge of adult learners--seems to be a key
factor.

Certain practices emerge repeatedly in analyses of advisor data
(i. e., some findings overlap others). For having persons in the
advising unit who have undergone training or dome special reading about
advising adults, proponence is higher among staff advisors, higher at
the 1-A authority level, and higher among female advisors. In usage
(actually having such trained personms), EDU and ENG lead other organi-
zativnal units; advisors with adult advisees lead those without; staff
advisors lead faculty advisors; and the 3-A group falls behind the
other three authority levels. For undertaking special reading about

adult students, the statistically significant leaders are advisors in

the 15%-adults enrollment cluster, advisors with 1/2 or more adult

advicees, and staff advisors. For causing other advisors to broaden
their knowledge of adult learners, the greater proponents are female

advisors and staff advisors. Those who lead in actually providing such
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encouragement are in the 15%-adults cluster and among advisors whose

load is 1/2 or more adults.

One-fourth of the advisors who listed changes which would make
their units more responsive to adult undergraduates suggested changes
concerning staff. Such actions would involve the acquisition of addi-

tional personnel or the provision of special training for existing

staff.
Responsiveness in Common Areas

Proponence and usage of unit heads, faculty, and advisors were
compared across 27 topics common to two or all three of their survey
instruments. Proponence and usage ar: high for the independent study
mode, for networking among advising sources, and for advising students
about flexibility in the curriculum. Proponence and usage are low for
correspondence study, media-delivery modes, and equivalency methods of
awarding credit.

Advisors are higher scorers than faculty or unit heads under 21 of
the 27 common topics. Faculty are higher scorers under two topics,
unit heads under none. Generally. advisors advise students about
alternative course delivery modes at a greater rate than units make
such modes available. Advising about credit by examination and equiva-
lency is infrequent on this campus, but advisors use the practice more
thar units allow application of such credit to program requiremeats.
Advisors are proponents of and participants in staff workshops about
adult learners more extensively than unit heads support or spomsor such

workshops.
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Faculty are available for evening/weekend advising more than aca-
demic or advising units make such advising available. Faculty super-

vise independent study at a greater rate than units promote the mode.
Corvelation of Broad Measures

Tota.-instrument proponence and usage scores of unit heads, fa: .l-
ty, and advisors in school, college, faculty, and other-advising-
unit categories werc compared to each other and to the proportions of
adults enrolled in those categories. Significant positive correlatioms
were found between all possible pairs of sccres except those pairs in
which one score was an advisors” score. In other words, advisors~

proponence is highly correlated only with advisors” usage of practices.
Climate for Adoption of Practices

Practices most likely to be maintained or adopted and practices
least likely to be adopted were identified by combining and weighting
the number of proponent/users, proponent/non-users, non-
proponent /users, and non-proponent/non-users for each practice.
Practices in the most advantageous position for continuance are those
for which high proponence/high usage was characterized. These include
making academic advising available in departments, accepting as equal
the credits from other institutions” day courses, supervising an inde-
pendent study course, advising students about ways of making the curri-
culum more flexible, and providing information about persomal and
career counseling programs and other sources of academic advising on

campus.
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The practices at the very bottom of the climate or "likely" list
are these: allowing students to apply credit-by-equivalency towards
program requirements, offering an entire derartmental program via inde-
pendent study or correspondence study, teaching a course via corres-
pondence study, undertaking research or service having adult students
as a focus, and advising students about credit earnable via successful
PEP (Proficiency Examination Program) completion or via the New York

Regents” testing program.

Responsiveness of University Without Walls

The University Without Walls unit head is a proponent of all but
three of the 47 practices in the unit-head instrument. The three are
offering traditional courses and entire programs through correspondence
study and entire programs through independent study. The UWW unit head
reported that neither those three nor the following three are used
in UWW: offering courses and entire programs in media-delivery formats
and collecting information about the reasons students drop out.

The UWW unit head is a proponent of all 26 of the support-function
practices which were selected for characterizing campus support unics
alongside "adult” units. Not used in UWW are practices of collecting
academic needs data and personal needs data, maintaining a peer assis-
tance program, and informing Division of Continuing Education students
about UWW’s support services.

The responsiveness of the 15%-adults enrollment cluster was com-
pared to that of UWW. A close match in both proponence and usage was
found for only one practice: making possible the completion of some

program requirements after 4 p. m. or on weekends. Proponence matches
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were found for ten other practices, usage matches for two. The two are
making possible the completion of final requirements by part-time
students (for some programs) within the university’s l0-semester limit,
and including the topic of student learning styles in faculty discus-—

sions.

Responsiveness of the Division of Continuing Education

Neither the proponence of the DCE unit head for the 47 practices
in the unit-head instrument nor the usage of those practices in DCE is
known. Thus DCE and the 15%~adult enrollment cluster of academic units
could not be compared.

The DCE unit head is a nroponent of all 26 of the support-function
practices selected for characterizing support services alongside

"adult” units, and reports that all of those practices are used in DCE.
Responsiveness of Support Units

Twenty-six support unit practices out of a possible 196 were
selected for ~nalysis (see Hindsights, Appendix F). Exclusion of items
pertinent to only one or two units, and inclusion of items to which at
least six support units plus DCE and UWW responded allowed 22 support
services to be represented in the findings. High proponence and usage
exist for coordinating services with other campus support umits, for
providing information about personal and career counseling services and
auvising sources, and for having persons in the unit who are trained in
or have read about advising adults. The greatest disparities between
proponence (high) and usage (low) pertain to implementing needs assess-

ments which include adult students” opinions, to sending a newsletter
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to adult students, to personally encouraging staff to seek training or
reading about serving adults, to informing DCE students about support
services, to opening non-library resource centers evenings and week-
ends, and to exploring the possibility of an office for coordinating

programs and services for adult students.
Student Satisfaction

The rate of usage of many college services by adult undergraduates
is low. Among 10 selected services, the usage range is from 5% (tuto-
rial services) to 91% (library services). Group satisfaction with the
10 services ranges from just above satisfied (library services) to just
above neutral (credit-by-examination program). The local group does

not differ statistically from the natiomal group in satisfaction w.'th

the 10 services.

Satisfaction with 20 college environmental aspects ranges from
just above satisfied, for the flexibility to design one”s own program
of study and for the availability of one’s advisor, to a low between

neutral and dissatisfied for availability of courses at suitable times,

for racia’ harmony, and for student government.
The 1ncal group‘s'satisfaction level is higher than the national

norm group s level concerning flexibility to design a program of study,

availability of advisor, and campus media. The national group”s satis-
faction level is higher than the local group’s with three human-
interaction aspects--attitude of faculty and of non-teaching staff
toward students and concern for students as individuals--and with
course availability at suitable times, catalog/admissions publicatioms,

student government, and racial harmony.,
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Within the local group, membership in one of two degree classifi-
cation groups appears to be closely related to variations in satisfac—
tion. Students in University Without Walls are more satisfied than
Other Majors students (those enrolled in traditional school, college,
and faculty units) with five aspects: flexibility to design a program
of study, availability of advisor, value of information provided by
advisor, faculty attitude toward students, and concern for students as
individuals. Secondary analyses support this conclusion by elevating
to "more satisfied” status those characteristics of a majority of the
UWW population; that is, older adults are more satisfied than younger
adults, females more satisfied than males, and part-time students moce
satisfied than full-time students.

Other Majors students are more satisfied than UWW students with
two aspects: availability of courses at suitable times and racial
harmony at this university. However, the satisfaction levels of both
groups are comparatively low for the two aspects. White students are
more satisfied than non-white students with fimancial aid services,
with student employment services, with the attitude of non-teaching
staff, and with "this college in general."” (A summary table is in
Appendix D.)

Sixty percent of the students who suggested changes in university
attitudes, behaviors, policies, or practices offered their suggestions
within a context of predominantly negative comments. The largest
single change category contains 28 suggestions for scheduling more
courses after 4 p.m. and on weekends; 25 of the 28 came from UWW
majors. Smaller categories of suggestions, primarily from Other Ma-

jors, concern making university housing more available to or suitable
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for adult students, making the activity/health fee more relevant or

fair to adult students, and creating greater flexibility in procedures
involving deadlines and program requirements. Many of the topics of
the frustrations expressed in suggestions for change correspond to

topics of scaled items having low satisfaction scores.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

How responsive is the University of Massachusetts at Amherst to
adult undergraduates? The question can be approached from a considera-

tion of the present state o: as an estimate of potential.
The Present

How responsive is the University to adult undergraduates at pre-
sent? It is somewhat responsive--greatly so in its "special pro-
grams,” but surprisingly so as judged by receptivity in the campus
community to approaches which often meet the needs of older students,
and in the use of some effective practices despite small numbers of
adult students in most units” clientele.

Such receptivity and usage are not uniform across campus or within
personnel groups, however. Study findings support the naming of the
"most responsive” components of the institution and the "most satis-
fied" of its degree-seeking adult undergraduates:

Academic advisors are the group most responsive to adult undergra-
duates in this university. Staff advisors are mor: responsive than
faculty advisors. Advisors whose load is 1/2 or more adult students
are more responsive than advisors with fewer or no adult advisees.

The most responsive of the nine academic (school, college, and

faculty) units are the School of Education and the College of .ealth

Sciences.
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The most responsive of three clusters of academic units (whose
adult enrollment constitutes 5%, 10%, and 15% of their matriculated
undergraduate enrollment) is the 15%-~adults cluster (Education + Health
Sciences).

The most responsive support units were determined by answers to 26
criterion questions selected from a much larger pool. They are Every-
woman“s Center and Placement Services (among units whose heads were
asked half or more of the questions) and Transfer Affairs, Bilingual
Collegiate Program, and Parking Office (among units whose heads were
asked fewer than half of the questions).

The most widely used practices effective in serving adults are
making academic advising available in departments and divisions and
maintaining a network of information-providers about advisin, and
counseling sources on campus.

Local students are more satisfied than national normative-group
students _*h three aspects of college environment: flexibility to
design a program of study, availability of advisor, and campus media.
Local students are less satisfied than the norm group with seven as-
pects: attitude of faculty toward students, attitude of non-teaching
staff toward students, concern for students as individuals, course
availability at suitable times, catalog/admissions publications, stu-
dent government, and racial harmony.

University Without Walls students are more satisfied than Other
Majors students (those enrolled under 10 traditional school, college,
and faculty designations) with five aspects of college environment:
flexibility to design a program of study, availability of advisor,

value of information provided by advisor, faculty attitude toward
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students, and concern for students as individuals. UWW students are

less satisfied than Other Majors with two aspects: availability of
courses at suitable times and racial harmony.

Even though there is evidence of scme awareness on campus con-
cerning adult students and their characteristics and needs, such re=
marks as these are often encountered:

"We don”t have any adults!" [reply of support-service secretary
told of the nature of information sought from the unit”s head]

"I'm glad we have UWW and continuing ed, so I have some place to
send them [adults] when they come in.” [departmental secretary)

"UMass has no classes at night, except for a few film and educa-
tion classes, and courses provided by the Division of Continuing Educa-
tion . . ." [article in newspaper distributed free in university’s
service area] (Kraft, 1986, p. 4)

These anecdotal and peripheral remarks help perpetuate a common
perception of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst: that except
for some isolated special programs, the undergraduate functions of the
institution are oriented to 18-21-year-olds, most of whom reside on or
near campus and attend day classes on a full-time basis. The present
study, while not designed to devalue or disprove the predominantly
youth-oriented character of the university, contributes to a more
accurate picture of certain practices in use or potentially usable with
older students, that currently small subpopulation which could, and

perhaps should, grow.
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The Potential

How responsive is the University to adult undergraduates poten-
tially? It is potentially very responsive. Furthermore, fewer massive
suifts in policy and procedure are needed than might be expected. What
seems to be missing is a widely shared attitude that adult undergra-
duates are a legitimate and growing segment of the student population
across this country and in western Massachusetts.

The requisite change in attitude could come about by identifying,
consolidating, and giving a voice to the support {proponence) which is
scattered across campus constituencies. Early steps would be pro-
actively recognizing that many practices effective with adult students
are also effective with many younger students (and hence are already in
place), and brinéing into public focus those units where many lesser-
known practices are advantageously used. Discussions--informal within
single units or in more struccured formats open to all--about the
needs, goals, and preferences of older students can do much to alter
traditional attitudes.

Developing such a posture of openness to a wide age raage of
students need not fail to consider the dem: .ds of a large traditional-
age population or the preferences and habits of a highly tenured facul-
ty. Neither must an attitude change necessarily require large exoendi-
tures of resourcec.

Most of this chapter is devoted to specific practical applications
and suggestions which draw upon study findings, upon other research and
trends, and upon aspects of the university setting. Some links to
previous research are traced and suggestions for future research

offered.
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The fiundings of the study can be combined in various ways to
formulate specific practical applications to the University of Massa-
chusetts at Amherst. In the following section, four applicatioms are
described in some detail, drawing on factors in the local setting as
well as on study findings. 1In each instance, additional findings and
setting aspects could be brought to bear on the issues. Two more
applications are in briefer form, lacking the kind of elaboration that
can be provided only by persons more intimately acquainted with current
operations, structures, and constraints. The seventh recommendation
has evolved from a broad sense of possibilities; it places the univer-

sity in historical and evolutional contexts.

Recommendations

Recommendation l

The first recommendation arising from the study is that the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts at Amherst build on demonstrated strengths,
potential strengths, and motivation of academic advisors in order to
improve the institution”s responsiveness to adult undergraduates.

Study findings suggest that of the three personnel groups surveyed
via pencil-and-paper instruments, advisors are the most responsive to
adult undergraduates. This outcome means that much of the basic know-
ledge and start-up initiative essential for taking a productive part ir
the implementation of the recommendation is present among advisors.

Specific findings supporting the recommendation include these:
Toppiug the list of practices most likely to be maintained in academic
advising units are networking practices, for which proponence and usage

both stand at 100%. This suggests that a set of linkages, however
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formally or frequently used, is already in place for new communication
and increased collaboration.

Support is high among advisors, at the personal level and at the
advising-unit level, for development activities designed to broaden
their knowledge of aault learning and adult learnmers. That actual
sponsorship of, or participation in, professional development activi-
ties for advisors has been low in the past suggests that a catalyst,
perhaps in a form combining new resources, high-level support, and peer
encouragement, is needed.

While usage of some practices, particularly those practicec re—
lating to the evaluation of noncollagiate, college-level learning, is
comparatively low, some degree of usage was reported of 21l the prac-
tices listed in the advisor instrument. This suggests that at least
part of the expertise for leading professional development activities
is available within the advisor group itself or close at hand in the
institution. Such availability of expertise should reduce the amount
to be "imported for" (and possibly perceived as ":::posed upon") the
group. For example, there are experienced users in Transfer Affairs
and in University Without Walls of many of the credit-by-examination
and credit-by-equivalency practices about which several advisors (and
unit heads) expressed unfamiliarity or uncertainty.

Academic advising services garnered high student satisfaction
marks. Student satisfaction with advisor.availability and witn the
value of the information provided by advisors ranks second and sixth,
respectively, among 20 key environmental aspects. The local student
group is significantly more satisfied with advisor availability than is

the national norm group. These findings suggest that what advisors
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know and do in the one-to-one advising context in this university is
widely perceived as directly related to learning goals and as posi-
tively influencing student decisioms.

Responses from unit heads (department chairs and heads, division
chairs and directors) show that the practice of making academic ad-
vising available is at the top of the list of practices most likely to
be maintained in departments and divisions. All unit heads who
responded to the survey are propoments cf the practice, irhich is used
in 98% of their units.

Also among the department/division practices likely to continue or
expand is maintaining a good referral network with other campus ad-
vising sources. Unit-head proponence is at 98%, unit usage at 71%.

More than half of urit heads are proponents of sponsoring or
participating in a workshnp (or other learning experience) for staff
members who work with adult students. Nearly all unit heads said,
however, that they had not actually sponsored or participated in such a
workshop. Various interpretations are possible; perhaps support from
outside the unit has not been tendered or perhaps advising resources
are spread too thinly across the large traditional-age population.

The recommendation is feasible because of several positive factors

in this university setting:

A campus-wide organization of academic advisors is in the forma-
tive stages, under the working title Académic Advisors Council. It is
seeking to establish an identity for itself and to be recognized offi-
cially by the administration. The improvement of academic advising is

its primary raison d’&tre, according to its mission statement (Notes

from the First Annual Academic Advisors Conferemnce, 1986, p. 2).

Q 285 . -
‘ 3 1 o]




The Academic Advisors Council has drawn participation from all
levels of responsibility for advising, from long-tenured deans to
entry-level staff assistants. It thus has the potential for dissemina-
ting information and initiating change throughout a large, complex
institution in which advising functions are widely dispersed and in
which patterns of formal and informal power are not always understood
or effectively utilized.

As with most innovations geared to increasing awareness at many
levels, Recommendation 1 would require open commitment from the
administration as well as from the advisors” council, along with allo-

cation of resources.

Recommendation 3

The second major recommendation formulated for comsideration by
this institution is that an Office of Adult Learning Services be
established as a clearinghouse for information about options available
in this university to the 25-and-older undergraduate.

Study findings, factors in the campus climate, and trends in adult
higher education suggest that such an office should have these
characteristics and responsibilities:

Its chief function should be to enhance, not to supplant, existing
advising activities and support services; that is, it should "advise
about advisors” and "support support services" by serving as a visible
point of contact for enrolled adult students or potential enrollees.
Eventually the office could create and maintain a "consumer” file about
courses and faculty most responsive to adult interests and needs.

The OALS should not be tied administratively to any one of the so-

called "adult units,” but should have the capability of giving prelimi-
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nary and orienting information about any academic unit in which an
adult student might have an interest and about any administrative
procedure likely to involve the student. The office could perhaps be
patterned after or aligned with other specialized units under Academic
Support Services, or be placed administratively under the associate
provost for undergraduate education.

The director should be trained in adult higher educatiou,
particularly in development theory and adult learning theory, and
should be knowledgeable about the broader fields of higher education and
complex organizations. He or she should hold a terminal degree and
thus be eligible for faculty status, in order tc gain the credibility
and respect essential to visible and successful functioning among the
many organizational entities which vie for attention.

An advisory council should be an essential and functional part
of the OALS structure. The council should initially include
representatives of these groups:

Campus Support Units. Of !6 support-unit heads who were asked

about encouraging one or more unit staff to serve on committees or
advisory groups which deal with the concerns of adult students, 88%
said they were proponents of giving such encouragement, and 75% said
they had provided such encouragement. Half of the support-unit heads
who were asked about exploring the possibility of creating an office
for directing or coordinating services to adult students said they were
proponents of such exploration, but only one had actually engaged in
such exploration.

Adult Undergraduates. The mean satisfaction level of the 100

students who rated "student voice in college policies” is low, ranking
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15th among 20 environmental aspects. No student over 25 held office in
student government associations at the time of the survey. Service on
an advisory council concerned with adult-~student needs could raise the
satisfaction levels (concerning involvement in policy-making) both of
the student committee members and their peers. Usage of many college
services by adult undergraduates is low, suggesting unfamiliarity with,
or misperceptions about, applicability and access that could be
addressed by this advisory group.

Division of Continuing Education and University Without Walls.

Most applicable practices addressed by the study are in use in one or
both of these units. Sharing committee service with representatives of
support units where similar or:complementary practices are used should
improve coordination. Proponence of support-unit heads for coordina-
ting some services with DCE and UWW and for informing students in DCE
and UWW about campus support services is in the 77 - 100% range. The
corresponding usage range is several points lower (64 - 83%).

Teaching Faculty. More than a third of responding faculty

reported having worked with UWW students as sponsors or evaluators.
Many more are proponents of teaching in other modes accessible to part-
time and/or adult students, but few use those modes. Twenty percent
said they are proponents of and had participated in local organized
discussions about how college students learn, about adult students”
particular needs and preferences, or about assessing student outcomes.
Fifty percent identified themselves as proponents of such discussions
who had not so far engaged in them. A few faculty identified them~
selves by name on survey instruments, outlined their interests in the

adult-student population, and expressed interest in further discussion.
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Campus-based Units which Serve Adult Students on Only a Non-

credit Basis. Input from such sources, such as the Staff Training and
Development Unit and the Cooperative Extension Service, would acknow-
ledge the multiple roles of many adult students as well as the exten—~
sive expertise and resource materials in these specialized units.

At later stages in the evolution of the advisory council, repre-
sentation from top administrative levels should be sought, along
with participation from Five-College members and area transfer/feeder
institutionms.

Numerous possible functions of the OALS office could be idepti-
fied and prioritized from the study findings, other research findings,
and council deliberations. The following list is not an exhauscive
one, nor are the items in priority order:

a. Coordination of the professional development activities sug-
gested for advisors under Recommendation 1, and similar activities for
other campus groups, such as undergraduate teaching faculty.

b. Publication of a newsletter to adult students (or, more widely,
to part-time students), using the best features of previous publica-
tions aimed at commuters. A portion of the part-timers” activity fee
(whose very existence and perceiveéd use are low on adult studen*s”
satisfantion scales) could be diverted to this effort if such use were
explained to fee-payers accordingly.

c. Attention to "ageism” in the context and existing delivery
modes of the campus-wide effort to recognize and study diversity.

d. Provision of a peer assistance program. This could be staffed
by adult work-study students. Only six academic-unit heads reported

both proponence and usage of such programs (for students in general);
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29 others said they are proponents but that their units do not have
such programs.

e. Carrying out of needs assessments among the adult-student
population. While needs assessments were identified as high priorities
and as fairly widely used (100% proponence and 75% usage among support-
unit heads surveyed), the application of some existing assessments to
adult-student concerns is unclear. Cost-effectiveness would be an
attribute of needs assessments undertaken collaboratively by the pro-
posed OALS and other data-gathering services such as SAREO and the
Office of Institutional Research and Planring.

f. Installation of computer-assisted advising capability oriented
to adult users, which would be cost-prohibitive if provided in all
advising units. Half of the academic advisors surveyed are propo-
nents of using adult-oriented advising software such as SIGI and DISCO-
VER, but only three reported having used it. At minimum, interested
advisors could acquaint themselves with the software in the OAIS office
in order to promote its use among students.

8. Provision of a research site and database for graduate students
in the Adult and Higher Education Program. Viable issues are numerous,
and could include the local setting’s relationship to the forthcoming
conclusions of a national study about increasing participation of adult
students in higher education, especially about the "mainstreaming” of

that population (Aslanian and R~ 'ckell, How Americans in Tramsition

Study for College Credit, in press) and the nature of those parts of

the adult population which remain largely unserved. The suggestions
elsewhere in this chapter for further research touch only a few of the

other areas for possible graduate-student projects.
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h. A pilot nrogram for older male students, patterned after appli-
cable features of Everywoman’s Center, which was identified in the
study as highly responsive to female adult students in a number of
support areas. As the proportion of females in higher education passes
the 5% mark and as the rate of divorce and family breakup continues to
escalate, a case could be made for at least a startup effort to concen-
trate assistance for adult male undergraduates in a visible place.

i. A location where adults” prior learning experiences, particu-
larly those acquired outside collegiate settings, could be assessed for
possible credit award or other applications to university degree
programs. While centralizing assessment resources and expertise in the
OALS would have advantages for publicizing the process as well as for
aiding students, locating them in the proposed support unit should not
be done in such a way as to relieve departments and individual faculty
of participation in the collaborative activities essential for evalua-

tion of prior learning.

Recommendation 3

Third among the actions suggested by study findings is that a task
force investigate the possibility of expanding the number and nature of
academic-department courses offered after 4 p.m.

A popular conception that after-regular-hours scheduling at this
university is exceedingly sparse is represented by the newspaper ex-
cerpt cited earlier in this chapter. A related study.finding is that
satisfaction of adult undergraduates with "availaoility of the courses
you want at times you can take them” is lowest among 20 environmental
aspects. Other Majors students are more satisfied than UWW students

with course-time availability, but if Other Majors” satisfaction levels
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for the 20 environmental aspects were ranked in a separate list,
course~time availability would still be very low on the list--in 18th
place, tied with satisfaction concerning racial harmony. Further, the
commonly cited 4 p.m. dividing line may not be the key o; only issue;
findings indicate that the satisfaction level of full-time students
with course-time availability is not significantly different from the
satisfaction level of part-time stud<ants. An additional impetus for
this recommendation is that more suggestions for exﬁanding course
scheduling after 4 p.m. or on weekends were received from students than
for any other type of change.

Otaer study findings fuel speculation that the necessary ingredi-
ents for alleviation are probably available here but are unfocused and
undefined: Almost half of responding unit heads indicated not only that
they are proponents of scheduling some sections of courses in evenings
or on weekends but also that their units do such scheduling. Nearly
another third are proponents in units which do not do such scheduling.
These findings suggest fairly wide precedent for programming outside
daytime hours, along with some existing decision-making mechanisms and
a fair amount of receptivity, despite some unnamed constraints.

Fully one third of responding faculty said not only that they are
proponents of "teaching a regularly departmental course outside tradi-
tional weekday, daytime periods” but also that they do such teaching.
Nearly half of the faculty sample are proponents of after-hours teach-
ing but do not engage in it. If these percentages were generalized to
the pool of 1,142 "eligibles" from which the sample was drawn, nearly
400 faculty could be characterized as "practicing what they propone"

and another 550 as ‘"proponing but not practicing," leaving only 145

292325



who neither teach after hours nor favor doing so. Suchk a lavish gene-
ralization is far too optimistic, but further inquiry by a special task
force acquainted with the forces impinging on the situation could
whittle the potential to valid size, perhaps over a broader time slice
than was carved out for the study.

Arranging advising sessions with faculty after 4 p.m. is commonly
perceived as difficult. Yet more than half of the faculty respondents
said they are available for such appointments. When three facets of
after- hours advising are compared, the percentage of faculty reporting
that they are available is statistically greater than both the percen-
tage of academic units and the percentage of advising units who make
such late-hours advising available.

An important but sometimes discounted factor in course-time avai-
lability, particularly for part-time students, is frequency of trips to
campus during daylight hours. Nearly 60% of unit heads not only said
that they are proponents of "scheduling longer, less frequent class
meetings for the convenience of students” but also reported that their
units do so. Another 20% are proponents in units which do not use such
scheduling.

Underlying such essentials as Egg many courses are available in
the evening/weekend format are the larger issues of whether part-timers
can complete requirements for at least some programs in after-regular-
hours formats, and whether they can complete the last 60 hours [at
whatever hour taken) within the 10-semester limit set by university
policy. More than half of unit heads said they are proponents of
after-hours completion by part-timers, but only 13 (27%) said their

units make it possible.
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Recommendation 4

Fourth on the 1list of recommendations is that the soundness of the
time limit on completion of program requirements by part-time students
be questioned by the task force addressing Recommendation 3. Such an
assessmen should be made within a larger examination of the imple-
mentation status of recommendations made by the 1983 Task Force on

Part-Time Students (Task Force on Part Time Students: Recommendations

and Final Report, 1983; see also Special Report of the Academic Matters

Council Concerning Part-time Students, 1982).

A general trend in higher education is that the average time of
completion for full-time students is inching closer to ten semesters.
This immediately suggests that completion of a final 60 hours by part-
timers may be becoming correspondingly more difficult.

About half of unit heads are proponeuts of completion by part-
timers within the 10-semester limit, but such completion is possible in
only 10 units (21%). Ten other unit heads left the blank and several
indicated uncertainty; this suggests that the time constraints on part-
time students are not clearly defined or uniformly applied and/or that
the instrument item is unclear. [In retrospect, the instrument item,
"Making it possible for some part-time students to accomplish require-
ments for come programs within the usual 10-semester limit," assumes
that the writer and the respondents have correctly inferred the final
60 hours qualifier, when it should have been a part of the phrase.]
Nevertheless, there are enough indications that another task-force
inquiry is in order, including signs of confusion among part-time
students seeking interpretation of curreut enrollment categories

(described in Undergraduate Right and Respomsibilities, 1987, pp. 18-
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19) and an unfinished administrative inquiry into "ways to optimize

older and nontraditional student enrollments” called for by the most
recent marketing plan for the university (Bemedict, 1984, p. 23).
Perhaps wider, consistent availability of clear information to
enrolled and potential students about part-time status would be the
only action needed. This possibility echoes one of the Academic Mat-
ters Council”s concerns in 1982: that the availability of a "viable
alternative . . . has not been fully advertised to students"” (Special

Report g£ the Academic Matters Council Concerning Part-time Students,

1982, p. 1). At the same time, however, unit heads should reexamine
the structures of their owu programs to ascertain the feasibility and
desirability of rapid completion by those in part-time enrollment

status, a category into which many a“ult undergraduates fall.

Recommendation 3

The fifth and sixth recommendations arising from the study concern
two other wmodes of study particularly applicable to part-time students:
independent study courses and continuing education courses. Study
findings show that independent study is available on a reasomably broad
basis. They also reveal some interesting differences among respondent
groups: (1) The proponence of faculty for supervising an iﬁdependent
study course is significantly greater than the proponence of unit heads
for offering courses in the independent study mode. (2) Advisors
advise students about the possibility of independent study and faculty
teach independent study courses at sigrnificantly greater rates than

units make such study available.

These outcomes and some setting factors support a recommendation

that the pattern of independent study credit be traced to see how
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extensively part-time students are using it (in proportion to their
numbers in the undergraduate population), to compare their comp.etion
rates to those cof full-time students, and to identify the features of
the mode which are responsible for unit hrads” lower proponence. (Now
that the course numbering system enables ready identification of facul-
ty sponsors, systematic inquiry should be feasible.)

Although earning credit by independent study is often considered a
handy "fallback"” option by many students, the mode is not appropriate
for all who seek it, as it requires more self-discipline and more
ability to negotiate and execute a work plan than do many traditiona-
classroom courses. Many adult students are on campus infrequently,
perhaps hampering the scheduling >f appointments with the supervising
faculty member. Some adult students long out of school lack the skills
and/or confidence to pursue solo study. Thus, at minimum, in order to
gear this alternative delivery mode towards higher success rates, a set
of guidelines should be prepared for faculty to use in determining
student readiness to engage in independent study and in choosing
the appropriate amount of structure and a suitable pattern of evalua-

tior.

Recommendation 6

Issues relating to the balancing of costs for students moving from
Division of Continuing Rducation status to degree-seeking status in
other university units emerged during the study. Some of thes: issues
can be ‘rcluded under Recommendations 3 and 4 because they were
addressed by the 1983 task force and could thus be reexamined by a

followup group. But other relationships wich DCE merit a separate

Py0y




reommendation: Tan light of some trends across the country, a systematic
effort should be undertaken to improve the articulation of the Division
of Continuing Education with other university groups and units. How
the topic might be addressed and who should address it are the domain
of those better acquainted with the complexities of the situatiom, but
these study findings and setting factors seem pertinent:

Faculty proponence is high for teaching departmental courses
through DCE, eithcr as initiated by the faculty member or his/her unit
(882 proponence) or in response to constituent demand as identified by
DCE (81% proponence). But reports of actually teaching in either of
those modes are few (24% and 9% of the faculty sample, respectively).
If the assumption is made that adult students would constitute a visi-
ble proportion of evening courses taught by those supportive faculty,
then two additional study findings are applicable: Only 27% of faculty
respondents said they mentioned work with adult students in their
annual reports, and only 4% reported receiving recognition for such
eZfort through the reward system. The setting tactors that DCE teach-
ing does not contribute to faculty "load” snd that the legislature
places restraints on funding after-hours courses work against improving
articulation of "day" expertise with "evening” opportunity.

Smaller in scope but important to those students involved is the
need to improve articulation of DCE”s Bachelor of General Studies
program with other baccalaureate programs. At minimum, BGS students
should be elevated from the "space-available” registration category to
the eligibility status accorded other matriculated degree-seekers.

The university”s planned unification of registration functions

("Undergraduat. Registrar, Scheduling Office Transferred to Academic
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Affairs," 1988, p. 2) is a step towards streamlined administrative
capability. Some colleges examined in the College Board’s "mainstream—
ing" study (Aslanian, 1986, p. 7) have taken this step and others as
they begin to adjust to "changes in student mix." Dismantling divi-
sions of adult and continuing education and giving their functions to
regular administrative units has been the approach of some, while
others are trying an "extended day" approach such as that advocated by
Massachusetts” chancellor of higher education (Jenifer, 1986). Extreme
restructuring undertaken without careful study, however, may obliterate
many of the effective and specialized approaches developed over thr
years in campus units which have successfully served, often oa a very

personalized basis, re-entry adults and part-time students.

Recommendation 7

A final recommendation places the Uriversity of Massachusetts at
Amherst in broad spatial and temporal contex:cs. In recognition of the
Congressional act which a century ago created additional land-grant
colleges to extend access to higher education to an underserved popula-

tion (The Statutes at Large . . . , 1891), a conference should be

scheduled on this campus within the next two years on this general
topic: "The Role of Rural Land-Grant Universities in Meeting the Needs
of Adult Learners." Presentations should be sought from both older and
newer land-grant institutions which have interpreted their historic
missions in productive but diverging ways. Other features should
include participation by campus units which serve adults, by area
cooperating and collaborating institutions, by specialists in adult

higher education, and by adult students themselves.
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Suggestions for Further Research

The possibilities for additional research which are listed below
are essgntially reactions to three kinds of stimuli: ideas and popula-
tions set aside when limits to the study were drawn, the realization
during data gathering and analysis that more outcomes could be identi-
fied and described than were feasible even for a major study, and the
energizing process of seeing interesting connections between one’s own
research interests and others”. Each of the sugges.ions below repre-

sents a blend of those avenues of inspiration.
The "Adult Development” of Facuity

Nearly half of the ficu :y sample in the present study completed
an optional set ¢f quescions about developmental approaches to course
design and revision. Challenging students to greater cognitive devel-
opment was ackn~wledged by the majority of this group. Challenging
ego/personality or moral/ ethical positions is far less prevalent and,
according to a few parenthetical comments, less well understood.

What is the relatfonship of (¢’ faculty interest in developmental
approaches to cc +<se design and delivery to (b) their own adult-
developmental stages? What effect on course design and delivery might
result from faculty participation in a workshop designed to (a) help
them discover their own positions in life cycles-transitions-stages-
phases models or to (b) acquairt them with developmental approaches to
such diverse subjects as English, history, anthropology, and engineer-
ing? Mateirials are in existence to support either kind of activity.

An example for the rormer is Krupp’s workbook-style Adult Development:

Implications for Staff Development {1981). Essays on the latter con-
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stitute much of The Modern American College (Chickering, 1981, pp. 328-

537).

Shades and Hues of Proponence

For the advantage of gathering quantifiable proponence data so
that large groups of university personnel could be characterized, the
opportunity to saimple systematically the pnature and nuance of indivi-
dual proponence was sacrificed in the study design. Yet volunteer
comments on instruments hint that the range of positive attitudes
represented by "Yes" responses stretches from what one respondent
gefined as "mild receptivity" to the ver.e of the person who wrote, "We
need a bunch of Grey Panthers, Maggie Kuhn and some vociferous adults
aged 25-40, to strike NOISILY in this place.”

What are the kinds and strengths of proponence for adult students
in this university? Couid a "proponence scale" be devised to describe
and compare them? What relationship does proponence have to
respondents” gender (beyond the intriguing but relatively few findings
which emerged from the present study) and to age, which was not one of

the identifying characteristics in the study?

Students Outside the Barriers

The "barriers to participation” model (Cross, 1981, pp. 97-108)
was adapted to create an "obstacles to satisfaction” model for this
study, in crder to content-analyze the institutional changes suggested
by currently enrolled, degree~seeking adult undergraduates. However,
the barriers concept in its original form is pertinent to the popula-

tion of adult undergraduates who had dropped out of the university
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before the sample was drawn and were thus excluded from the study. For
a more valid picture of the "fit"” of this institution to the needs of
adult undergraduates, the dropout population should be surveyed about
satisfaction levels and about perceived barriers in institutional atti-
tudes, behaviors, practices, and policies.

A population even more difficult to reach comprises the once-
prospective adult students who approached the institution but either
did not formally apply or did not survive the entry process, for a
variety of situational, institutional, or dispositional reasonms.
Systematic inquiry into this population may be impossible. Perhaps
inviting volunteer responses via a survey form in area newspapers,

while weak as a research design, would be a productive pilot study.

Local vs. National-Norm Students

At least three areas of significant difference in satisfaction
between the local adult-student group and the national normative group
would make interesting topics frr further study. The three were iden~
tified when findings about key environmental aspects were enumerated,
but were not discussed in detail. The local group”s uean satisfaction
score is significantly higher than the norm group”s concerning college
media. The norm group has the significantly higher score in satisfac-
tion with college catalog/admissions publications and with student
government.

One worthwhile investigation would be to compare traditional-age-
student satisfaction to adult-student satisfaction with these aspects
of this university. Viable larger projects would be the replication of

the present study”s entire adult-student component, either with tradi-
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tional-age students on this campus or with an adult-student sample
representing Northeastern peer institutions of the University of Massa-

chusetts at Amherst.

Proponents as "Linkage Agents”

The adoption or expansion of practices effective with adult stu-
dents is an underlying goal of most of the recommendations offered
earlier in this chapter. Diffusion of knowledge or innovation need not
be lef: to chance. One of this institution’s researchers whose area of
expertise is the purposeful influencing of change refers to change
agents as "linkage agents.” They are those persons who

routinely sift through mounds of new practices, products,

and 1deas, in order to determine which ones bgst meet the
needs of targeted audiences. Their preferences can deter-

mine the effective life-span of innovations (Wolf, 1984,

p. 359).

Are the "proponent/users” of the present study (those who re-
sponded, "Yes, I am a proponent of this practice, and yes, this is my
practice”) effective linkage agents? In the configuration of variables
and processes underlying the Wolf-Welsh Linkage Methodology (see dia-
gram in Wolf, p. 364), could “"proponent/non-users” ("Yes, I am a propo-
nent of this practice, but no, it is not my practice”) be characterized
as the "targeted audience or adopting units"? Which practices effec-
tive in serving adults might be selected as experimental innovations?

(For confidentiality reasons, the individual responses gathered
via pencil-and~paper survey in the present study are not available to

another inv stigator, but similar data could be gathered via an instru-

dnent tailored to the diffusion of a particular innovation and patterned

aftevr the Guide-based ins:ruments.)




Measuring "Climate”

Tne scheme of combining and weighting proponence and usage re-
spenses in order to establish a climate for maintenance and adoption of
practices holds considerable promise for future experimentation. The
formula, developed only to a rudimentary stage in this study, could be
made more powerful statistically, not only to balance the four unambi-
guous combinations of proponence and usage (YY, YN, NY, and NN), but
also to make use of information in partial responses (e. g., proponence
known, usage unknown or ambiguous; usage known, proponence unknown or
inferred). Weighted climate scores could be determined for respondents
or groups of respondents as well as for practices. Summing individual
YY, YN, NY, and NN scores could characterize relative respounsiveness
across various aggregations such as school, college, and faculty affi-
liation.

Suggestions for future research involving Postsecondary Education

Institutions and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and Plan-

ning Guide are offered in Chapter VI.

Connections to the Literatuce

The design and 1ationale of the study are based upon principles
and procedures extracted from the literature concerning adult develop-
ment, responses 6f higher education institutions, institutional self-
assessment, and survey research methodology. Many of the cutcomes of
the study add to or strengthen that literature. Only a few examples
are cited below.

Key among the connections and influences of the study is that its

findings enhance ‘he construct validity of Postsecondary Education
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Institutions: A Self-Study Assessment and Planning Guide. That is, the

findings in several instancas successfully discriminate among certain
units and groups which serve greater and lesser proportions of adult
students. Using the guidance of earlier users to add needed topics to
the Guide and seeking student perceptions of institutional response
increased the potential usefulness of the results when they are re-
turned to the participants and disseminated to other decision-makers.
That the study targeted areas of unfamiliarity and uncertainty about
certain practices fortifies the conclusion of some observers that some
institutional unresponsiveness to adults can be attributed to ignorance
about the needs of that population and/or the nature of practices
effective in meeting those needs.

Outcomes of the student satisfaction component corroborate comclu-
sions of Cross (1981) and others that the biggest barriers or obstacles
adult students encounter are in fitting their college experiences into
the constraints imposed by their other respomsibilities. Study results
also point up the need to seek imput from former or once-prospective
students for whor the barriers have been insurmountable.

The study”s high response and instrument-completion rates can be
linied to the incorporation of principles of useful institutional self-
study and the characteristics of good survey research. These include
the expression of commitment from high in the administration; incor-
poration of local "team" expertise; demonstration of topic salience to
prospective participants; respect for diverse opinion; attention to
confidentiality issues; fit of the survey instruments to this institu-

.

tion; and adherence to systematic planning, professionalism, and fol-

lowup procedures.
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The study can be viewed as a 1ink between earlier research and
future investigations in two additional ways. Fir.t, there are many
possibilities for speculation in the findings, in addition to those
singled out for priority discussion, which others could develop further’
and link to the same foundational sources. Second, the suggestions for

future research in this chapter bring in possible connections to the

work of others which did not figure in the present planning or design.




CHAPTER VI

CRITIQUE OF THE GUIDE AND ITS ADAPTATIONS

This final chapter focuses again on the primary materials used in
an institution-wide self-study of the responsiveness at the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst to adult undergraduates. The chapter has
these components: (1) a brief critique of the publication which

provided content and process guidance for the project (Postsecondary

Education Institutions and the Adult Learnmer: A Self-Study Asscssment

and Planning Guide); (2) some insights arising from adaptations made to

the Guide expressly for this study; (3) a personal evaluation of the

study”s information-gathering capability; and (4) suggestions for fur-

ther experimentation with the Guide.

The As-Published Guide

[The comments made in this section derived from an exercise which
was undertaken in addition to the initial examination and adaptation of
the Guide and the construction and the use of instruments based on it.
This supplementary exercise consisted of long interviews, based on the
as-published sequence and content of the Guide, with staff representa-
tives from the Division of Continuing Education and University Without
Walls. Details of the exercise are given in Appendix A.]

The Guide is the flexible, theoretically grounded tool that its
developers claim it to be. It covers a broad range of practices often

effective with adult students, and is arranged in logical groupings
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corresponding to the division of functions in many postsecondary imsti-~
tutions. It encourages users to add additional questions and to elimi-~
nate questions inappropriate for their particular institutions. The
looseleaf format facilitates putting categories in local priority order
and assigning tasks to a study team. The published coll:ction of user
reports (Warren, 1986a) and the supplementary manual (Warrem, 1986b)
are valuable adjuncts, offering further insights into the process along
with expressions of the realities in actual "field” experiences.

The ggigg’s flexibility can be variously interpreted, however.
User reports contain both criticisms of the Guide format as cumbersome
and praise for its adaptability and for its complementarity to local
evaluative materials. Perhaps those who found it unwieldy attempted
too few departures from the printed pages or fsfled to anticipate the
abundance of data which can be generated by using the entire publica-
tion.

This researcher’s reflection over the present study has led to the
conclusion that the Guide was indeed the appropriate tool to adapt for
the study and to the local setting, even though cajor departures from
its -s-published form were deemed necessary. One criticism of general
format and two concerning particular sections merit special attention
below, primarily because some of the elected changes were made partly
to avoid some awkward aspects.

As shown in the sample Guide pages on page 54, instructions sug-
gest that only one choice be made across an entire group of questions
concerning the "current status of this descriptor policy at your unit."
This single judgment becomes awkward when the practices in the catc3o-

ry, even though they may be similar in important ways, differ greatly
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in use in an institution. To cite the local example for the practices
shown on the sample page, correspondence study is almost nonexistent
here and media~delivered formats are rare, but independent study is
widely used and internships and individualized learning contracts are
fairly common. How, then, would one choose, for the entire category,
among the five "consideration” options at the bottom of the page?
Eliminating this global-consideration part of the exercise and install-
ing a dual "proponence” and "usage"” format as a more precise measure
was the modification derived for this study. An alternate approach
would be to build a matrix, perhaps a conventional decision-makirq
matrix, placing the five "consideration" options on one axis and the
category s diagnostic questions on the other. Such a graphic device
couid facilitate enumerating, for example, how many practices in the
Guide are in active consideration across categories. Perhaps, too, the
performance rating exercise on the page opposite each set of questions,
if employed as appropriate to the norms of the institution, would be
more easily carried out with the visual support of such a matrix.

For all questions in the Guide except five items under the heading
Criteria for Admissions, an affirmative answer means that a practice
effective with adult students is in place. In contrast, a "Yes"
response to these particular five questions indicates the opposite--
adherence to admissions standards and means which are commonly used
w.th 18-22-year olds but which are less pertinent for persons whose
high-school years may be far in the past. The items are these:

(1) Are adult learmers evaluated using the same standards
as for traditional students in the following criterion

areas:
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(a) High school grade point average?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

(b) Recommendations given by high school principals
and teachers?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

(c) Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

(d) American College Testing (ACT) scores?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

(e) Local tests or standardized tests not
mentioned above [?]

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

(p. 22)

Such a reversal in the meaning of the answers perhaps poses no problems
for an inter&iew setting in which the interviewer can make explanations
for the shift and from which orly narrative data will be extracted (as
was the present case). However, departing from an otherwise consistent
response rationale constitutes a potential source of computational
error if auny sort of checklist or quantifiable summary of affirmative
responses is later employed.

Asking, in a diagnostic question under the heading Adult Learners
Presently Served (p. 6), whether each of 32 separate items of informa-
tion about advisees is collected by the unit presents a formidable task
to the respondent. In a one-to-one interview, such a round of ques-—
tioning may be reasonably feasible, but in a pencil-and-paper instru-
ment whose length may be a primary factor in a recipient”s decision to

respond, such a list could discourage completion of the instrument.
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Groupiug the 32 into eight larger categories was the solution devised

for the present study.
Finally, more emphasis should be placed in Guide introductory
1 materials on the value of using the publication in settings other than

formal self-studies. Guide contents could generate a series of
provocative topics for Ciscussion in staff meetings of units which
presently serve adults or in units contemplating changes towards

greater responsiveness to adults.
Adapting the Guide

In the adar.ation of the Guide to the present study, three pencil-
and-paper instruments were dr7eloped and a repertoire of interview
questions constructed. The Guide lent itself well to both investiga-
tive formats. Some points of particular emphasis emerged in the pro-
cess, and may be useful to others contemplating similar undertakings:

=-Any items added by researchers shovld not only be thoroughly
grounded in the literature, but shou.d also be subjected to more vali-
dity and reijabiiity testing than may be given to the established
elements 1 i.e publication. (An additional round of pilot-testing
would be one method.) In the present case, only three items were
deleted from first-draft instruments after pilot testir t two of
the three had been added by the researcher.

-=An investigator should understand that in substituting mailed
instruments for personal contacts, an amount of certainty in obtaining
information can be lost. If, for example, ornly one person is the
source of information about a unique or key unit (i. e., is a "sample

of one"), perhaps that person should be interviewed rather than sent a
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questionnaire.

Ir the present study, only part of the valued informa-
tiou requestad via instruments mailed to the head of an "adult" unit
was returned by the participant.

--A study designer should thoroughly anticipate that a wealth of
information may be accumulated as the outcome of a series of inter-
views. Such abundant information, particularly if it deals with many
very specialized practices (such as those pertaining to housing or
financial aid), may not lend itself as readily to quantifying and other
aggregating and descriptive techniques as does questionnaire data. In
the present study, much useful and often detailed information was
gathered from 23 support-services heads. In order to present a
manageable and coherent number of findings in this report, only those
26 practices common to six or more support units and to DCE and UWW'
were subjected to detailed analysis. (The remaining data will be
preserved for possible treatment in supplementary reports. It also has
potential value for individual contacts designed to expand the re-
searcher’s knowledge of support servi~es and interviewees® understand-
ing of the inteat and outcomes of the study.)

~~There is no substitute for consultation prior to and during the
selection and modification of questions. This is particularly true if
the researcher is working without a study team or if functions overlap

among support services on a campus.

Evaluating the Study

Many of the positive attributes of the study were stated or im-
plied in Chapters IV and V. They include high response and completion

rates; numerous patterns of proponence and usage discernible by visual
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inspection and statistical analysis; the blending of study findings
with trends in higher education and local setting factors to support
conclusions and recommendations; and the linking of present outcomes to
concepts in the literature and to possibilities for future research.

A personal kind of assessment was also sought--some indication of
how successful the study had been in accumulating useful information
for the local setting in the various 92123 categories. For this pri-
vate exercise, the performance ratings {which were not used in the
study itself to evalvate the university) were put to use, along with
the 33 descriptor statements (principles of good practice) which were
implicit in the study design but not cited verbatim in instruments.

By means of a rating checklist, the researcher made a highly
subjective evaiuation of the study’s perceived capabilities under each
of the 33 descriptor statements. The question guiding the self-rating
of the project was, How successful was this institutional self-study in
enabling a lone investigator to gather information which makes possible
broad characterizations of groups and services and supports preliminary
conclusions and recommendations?

For more than 80% of the descriptors, the study was judged to be
Adequate or higher for its information-generating capability. The
remaining 20% fared as follows: For one descriptor, the self-rating was
a qualified Adequate; for three, Less than Adequate; and for two out-~
side the chosen scope of the study, Poor.

A qualified Adequate was given the study under this descriptor:
"All basic campus campus services are evaluated to determine their

value, or potent.al value, to adult learners” (Postsecondary Education

Institut ons and the Adult Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and Plan-
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ning Guide, 1984, p. 82). The Guide covers services in this

category with a‘"miscellanous" group of questions. Sevcn were selected
for the study, relating to information-gathering and dissemination,
child care, and student employment. Two were not selected, relating to
food services and personal safety programs. Thus, while information
about the seven is Adequate or higher, commenting on the overall
descriptor statement would have little specific meaning.

The three Less than Adequate ratings are outgrowths of recognized
inadequacies in three adapted survey questiuns. In the first topic
area, this descriptor heads the diagnostic questions: "To serve adult
learners effectively, it is desirable to develop a definition of the
adult learner group or groups to be served. . ." (p. 4). Survey
efforts had mixed outcomes. Adult learner “"definition" questions
were asked, with good result, of the heads of the Division of Con~
tinuing Education and University Without Walls. But the first few at-
tempts at including them ia telephone interviews of support-service
heads wer:z awkward, suggesting that asking for definitions of adult
learners in an institution which serves few degree-seeking adult under-
graduates is inappropriate because too much explanation is required.
Thus this area of inquiry was eliminated or deemphasized in remaining
interviews.

Concerning the descriptor which reads, "Institution-controlled
programs of student financial aid are available to all adult learners
on a basis that reflects their levels of need” (p. 26), an emphasis on

institution--ontrolled financial-aid programs was not brought strongly

enough into interview questions. Thus most of the financial-aid direc-
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tor’s responses concern federal and state aid, which are largely out-
side the control of the institution.

Iwo Iaportant concepts are combined in the descriptor which reads,

Degree requirements for programs in which significant numbers

uf adults are expected to enroll are academically scund, yet

flexible enough to take into account restrictions posed by

the 1life situations of adult learnmers (p. 42).

The Guide“s questions in this category (anc thus the adapted versions)
cover the flexibility aspect of degree requirements but do not address
their academic soundness. Because all degree programs, not just those
"in which significent numbers of adults are expected to enroll," were
targeced by the survey of unit heads, the need to add items about
academic soundness was overlooked. Thus study data are Adequate for the
former aspect but Poor for the latter.

The two areas excluded from the study rated, predictably, a Poor
for the information generated under those headings. The relevant
descriptors are:

Quality certificate and other credit and noncredit continuing

education programs are available for adult learners who do not

have a degree objective in pursuing a particular course of

study (p. 50).

In addition to its mission statement, the unit has a statement

of objectives regarding programs and services for adult

learners (p. 106).

Information gathered about credit programs in which degree seekers are
enrolled was rated Adaquate to Very Good, while non-credit programs
were outside the chosen scope of the study. The area of "objectives"

was eliminated in order to focus more strongly on "mission.” Two open-~
ended "mission” questions for unit heads and faculty and one "purpuse"
question for advisors elicited much interesting material for content

analysis.
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Further Use of the Guide

Two particularly intriguing possibilities for further experimenta-
tion with Guide-based instruments came to light during the course of
the present study:

If separate groups of personnel in a range of academic or service
units are surveyed via instruments tailored to each group, the investi-
gator may wish to determine nroponence and usage at the unit level
across all groups of personnel. In the present case, an interesting
comparison would have been to fold unit-head, faculty, and advisor
proponence into school, college, and faculty categories in order to
compare higher—-level aggresations of support. An even more challenging
exercise would be to use the "climate” formula -mong personnel*units to
determine readiness to respoad, in addition to deriving climate scores
for the practices. Such an investigation would involve applying the
formula to the number of YY, YN, NY, and NN responses given by each
respondent and then aggregating those into academic or other affilis.-
tional groups. In the present study, the varying lengths of instru-
ments worked against an exploratory application of this concept, but in
future studies, instruments of similar length could be devised.

The acceptable number of "matches” and large number of "almost

matches” of Guide items to Student Opinion Survey items lead, predict-

ably, to thoughts about an adult-student version of parts of the Guide.
Such an instrument should be more than just a satisfaction scale,
nowever. There are indications in the present study that many adult
students may not be aware of some of the options open to them and/or
that flexibility approached collaboratively by student and advisor or

faculty member can be an asset. Thus an "awareness" meacure, perhaps
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imitative of the usage-of-college-survices measure in the S0S, would
be a useful component of any companion instrument designed to balance
student perceptions against the institutional perceptions elicited by

the present Guide.

Concluding Thoughts

An institutional self-study of a large, complex university on any
topic must necessarily be a complex effort reaching across many campus
units to mesh findings into an assimilable form. While extensive

adaptation of Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult

Learner: A Self-Study Assessment and Planaing Guide was undertaken in

order to take advantage of others” cxperiences and to fit the tool to

this institution arnd to a particular way of implementation, the solid,
underlying rationale and intent of the Guide remained unchanged. Thus
the original Guide might now be viewed as having even gre:ter possibi-
lities, and the adaptaticn should be further modifiable for good

results in other locations. The combination of the Student Opinion

Survey with the Guide was a suitable one which may suggest cther pair-
ings of existing instruments. The study produced information which can
be used to examine whole groups or groups subdivided by selected
characteristics, and about smaller units which can stand alone or be
grouped together by cimilar functions. The study generated quantita-
tive and non-quantitative data which could be used immediately to set
priorities for discussion which might lead to changes in policy and
practice. Other findings may merely point up some areas or topics
needing the more intensive scrutiny which study teams representing a

cross section of the institution can undertake.
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Design of Instruments

Instruments for Part I of the study were designed in accordance
with findings from survey research concerning enhancement of response
rate. Important sources included Erdos (1970); Linsky (1975);
Heberlein and Baumgartner (1978); Childers, Pride, and Ferrell (1980);
Borg and Gall (1983); Altschuld and Lower (1984); 3aumgartner and
Heberlein (1984); Lockhart (1984); and Sudman and Bradburn (1984).

General Appearance: Instrument originals were prepared on a word pro-
cessor in a clear, 12-po:nt typeface. Space was inserted between para-
graphs of instruction and between content items to avoid the appearance
of masses of words. Distribution copies of the unit-~head, faculty, and
advisor instruments were produced by a high-quality photocopy process
on 20-1b. stock, ivory in color. The instrument title comsisted of
simply a Roman numeral and the name of the target group; for example,
II. FACULTY. The investigator”s name and office address were printed
at the bottom of the last page.

Instruction Block: The imstruction block for the unit-~head, faculty,
and advisor instruments occupied about two-thirds of the first rage.
These topics were addressed: purpose and brief description of study;
assurance that no value judgment of practices suitable for traditional-
age students was implied; definition of "adult student”; directions for
responding to the two-question format (these varied slightly among the
three instruments); assurance of confidentality; invitation to make
additional comments; and a "thank you."

Item Format: As described in the Methodology chapter, all items
selected for use in Part I and II instruments were rewritten as parti-
cipial pnrases so that a two-question response format could be
appended. An example is "Advising students at off-campus locatioms."”
Short explanatory paragraphs were inserted between some category head-
ings and the first item included in the category.

Response Format: A response format was sought which featured ease of
response yet had the capability of eliciting two kinds of information:
(a) an indication of receptivity to, or support of, a practice (ideal-
ly, at & level of judgment above current exigencies in the respondent’s
situation); and (b) an indication of whether the practice is part of
the raspondent”s customary or expec'ed activity.

The first-tried response formac was inspired by a standardized
instrument, Institutional Goals Inventory (Peterson and Uhl, 1977, p.
5), whose "importance" scale uses derivatives of the concepts "Is this
a goal?"and "Should this be a goal?" The version inserted in this
study’s draft instruments sent to pilot readers read,

IS this your SHOULD this be

practice? your practice?

1. [item] __YES __NO __YES __No
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Some concern attended the choice of "should"” -- concern that the word
might carry overtones of obligation, guilt, or investigator bias
stronger than the intended meaning of support or advocacy, particularly
where practices of an individual rather than a group were being probed.
This concern was amplified to the point of action when some pilot
readers suggested that a more suitable word might be found.

The alternatives "Do you support this practice?"” and "Are you an
advocate of this practice?” were also rejected, the former as too ambi-
guous, the latter as having acquired in recent years a more aggressive,
or at least a more active, connotation than was desired. [In one
dictionary interpretation, "“Advocate’ imylies verbal support, usually

in the sense of pleading or arguing” (The American Heritage Dictiomary,
1982, p. 1222).]

The form finally chosen, "Are you a proponent of this practice?",
was defined in the Methodology chapter.

For Part II of the study, a repertoire of items for telephone
interview of heads of support units and supplementary items to send to
the heads of the Division of Continuing Education and University
Without Walls was selected froam the pool of items based on the
Postsecondary Education Institutions and the Adult Learner: A Self-
Study Assessment and Planning Guide and local modifications and addi-
tions. Pages in the repertoire were typed in the same format as the
pencil-and-paper instruments, in the event an interviewee requested a
copy of his/her resgonses or expressed a preference for a written
equivalent of the interview. The general order of categories selected
from the Guide was retained, although some subheadings were renamed
and/or further subdivided. About one-fourth of the 210 items in the
resulting repertoire had also been selected for ome or two of the Part
I pencil-and-paper instruments, primarily the advisor instrument.

Category headings, subheadings, and the numbers of items in the
support-unit repertoire are

Set A: Practices Pertaining to Data Collection and Analysis
Definitions (3)
Adult students presently served (11)
Demographic information (3)
Needs assessment (4)

Set B: Outreach Practices
Recruiting adult students (7)
Meetings for potential students (6)

Set C: Admissions Practices
Means (8)
Criteria (7)
Orientation Practices (8)
Advising
Practices pertaining to availability of advising (7)
Credit evaluation practices (15)
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Other advisor practices (5)
Student Financial Aid Practices (6)

Set E: Practices Pertaining to Continuing Education Programs (10)

Set F: Library Practices (l4)
Practices of Learning Resource Centers Administered
by University Units Other than the Library (10)
Practices Pertaining to Academic Support Services
Academic performance record-keeping (3)
Other support practices (2)
Remedial and accelerated programs (4)

Set G: Registrar Practices (3)

Practices of Career Counseling/Career Development
Services (8)

Practices of Personal Counseling and Mental Health
Services (6)

Practices Pertaining to Other Facilities and Services (5)

Practices of Placement Services (7)

Practices of Child Care Services (5)

Practices of Housing Services (6}
Practices of Parking and Transportation Services (4)

Set I: Practices Pertaining to Student Government (4)
Practices Pertaining to Extracurricular Activities (5)

Set J: Practices Pertaining to Administrative Structure
Organization (8)
Finance (2)

Sct K: Practices Pertaining to Mission
Institutional mission statement (4)
Unit mission statement (4)
Practices Pertaining to Objectives
Institutional objectives (3)
Unit objectives (3)

An jtemized list of these practices in not included in the disserta-
tion. The complete wording of 26 practices which were selected for the
findings report is given in Tables 6 and 10, in Chapter IV.

Instructions: Notes for opening remarks were prepared so that the
process of initiating the iuterviews could be standardized. The re~
marks included identificaiion of the interviewer; reference to an
introductory letter sent earlier; acknowledgement of the interviewer’s
busy schedule; definition ef "ad:ic student”; and an explanation of the
two-response format.
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Exercise Using the As-Published Guide

For the supplementary exercise mentioned at the beginning of
Chapter VI, two—hour meetings were held, separately, with one staff
member each from the Division of Continuing Education and University
Without Walls. The st- °f members were given copies of the Guide two
weeks prior to the meetings. The researcher identified her purpose-—to
get a sense of the Guide“s effectiveness as designed--and asked how the
sessions could be productive for the interviewees. Each chose to
respond to all applicable questions rapidly, commenting «:» particular
practice: or the wording of questions. Interviewees chose to set aside
performance rating exercises as too time-consuming for a two—hour

session. Initial attempts at choosing a "state of consideration” for

descriptor statements proved cumbersome. I[nstead, the two interviewees
highlighted practices they wished to place on their units” agendas for
new or renewed discussion. The researcher later provided, in memo
format, a list of the practices each had targeted, along with Guide

page references.
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Sample Cover Letter tn Unit Heads

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSE LTS Brwrcne (e e B

ops N rye fRewearc! et Ade e n
AT AMHERS1
v+ 1§ House
Amherst MA 0100 ¢
131545 2155 April 14, 1987
Profesasor

University of Macsachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003

Dear Pruiessor

I am writing to request your help with a study of how this University is
responding, or might respond, to older undergraduate students. As head of a
department, your perceptions are particularly important to me.

Will you please take time to co-plete the enclosed survey form? I realize
you are busy, so I designed it to take as little time as possible. Most of the
pilot readers, including some former department chairs, completed it in less
than 25 minutes.

The adult student population is a small proportion of the UMass/Amherst
campus community. Currently, 1,465 degree-seeking undergraduates 25 years of
age or older are enrolled, 167 of them as majors in the College of Food and
Natural Resources. However, it is timely for this campus to examine how its
policies and practices affect this age group, because some predictions indicate
that in the next five year3, the - “ilt proportion among undergraduates
nationally will increase signific atly.

Your responses are very important because only 2 small percentage of Uni~
versity personnel has been asked to reply to this survey. In addition to de-
partaent chairs and heads, I am seeking percepticns of faculty, academic advi-
sors, directors of programs with primarily adult clientele, heads of suppore.
services, and adult students. My study extends work sponsored by the American
Council on Education’s Commission on Higher Education and the aAdult Learner.

For your convenience, I have provided an envelope for returning the survey
form by campus mail. Under no circumstances will individual responses be
revealed; only group data are meaningful to this study. The identifying number
stamped on the survey fora is for followup and research purposes only.

If you need additional informationm or clarification, please call me at my
home, 549-7363. If you would 1ike to receive summary data from the study, I
will gladly supply them; just let me know in a brief note or by phone. Thank
you for taking time out of your busy schedule to provide the requested informa-
.ion and any supplementary comments you choose to add.

Sincerely,

Bonite Mrnnta

Annette Greenland, Doctoral Student
Adult and Higher Education

The Unversity of Massachusetts 1s an Affirmative Action/Equ.l Opportunity tnstitution
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Sample Letter of Introduction to Support-Unit Heads

UNIVERSITY OF MASSAGHUSILIS v o vy
AT AMHERST o o
Hills House May 29, 1987

Amnerst MA 01003
RRIRTIAEN LR LEU

Mr. Timm Rinehart, Director
Undergraduate Admissions
255 Whi tmore

University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003

Dear Mr. Rinehart:

I am writing to request your help with a study of this University’s
responsiveness to older undergraduate students. In a few days I will pe
contacting you by telephone in order to ask a few questions about support
services under your jurisdiction. As head of undergraduate admissions, your
perceptions are particularly important to me. I know you are very busy, so I
have designed the inte-view format to take as little time as possible.

My study involvec & survey which seeks to determine the use throughout
the University of selected practices which research has found to be effective
frequently for serving undergraduates who are 25 years of age or older. The
survey also geeks to determine how receptive the University is to maintaining
or adopting those selected practices. No value judgment of other practices,
such 48 those especially suitable for truditional-age (18-22) students, will
he implied or made.

In addition to intervicving heads of support uni.s by telephone, I am
seeking via mailed survey forms the perceptions of department and division
heads, faculty, academic advisors, directors of programs with primarily adult
clientele, and adult students. My study extends work sponsored by the Ameri-
can Council on Education’s Commission on Kigher Education and the Adult
Learuner.

The adult student population is a small proporrion of the UMass/Amherst
campus community. This semester 1,472 degree-seeking undergraduates 25 years
or age or older were enrolled. However, it is timely for this campus to
examine how its policies and practices affect this age group, because some
predictions indicate that in the next five years the adult proportion among
undergraduates nationally :i11 increase significanrly.

I am looki-.y forward to talking with you. If you wish to contact me
before ~ teleph. .e you. please call me at my home, 549-7363. An answering
machine 18 in , .ace when I°m away from the telephone.

Sincerely,

T AL/W

Annette Greenland, Doctoral Student
Acult and Higher Education

The University of Massachusetts 1s an Affirmative Action/Equal Qoportunity Institution
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Letter of Endorsement

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS Office of the Executive Vice Chancallor
AT AMHERST : and Provost

Whitmore Administration Buiic ng
Amherst MA 01003
(413} 545 2464

April 1987

Dear Colleague:

With this letter, you are receiving a request to participate in
a telephone survey conducted by Annette Greenland, a doctoral
student in the School of Education. Ms. Greenland's
dissertation research focuses on policies, practices, and
opinions about "older" undergraduate students attending the
Amherst campus of the Univezsity.

I encourage you to take time to participate in this research
pProject becavse it promises to be of value to the faculty and
administration who are working to improve our approach to
nontraditional students. Over the past several years, the
Faculty Senate, the idministration in both Arademic Affairs and
Student Affairs, and the Campus Planning Council have all
focused in one way or another on students who do nouv fit the
typical undergraduate profile. By participating in

Ms. Greenland's study, you will add an important dimension to
the work that has alread; been done.

Cordially,

ﬁw&
n L. Johns

Deputy Provos nd
Professor of Communication

FLJ/ud
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Sample Cover Letter to Students

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS ~ Dwsion of Egucaron» 3¢ ¢,
AT AMHERST Research and Ag~inigrry -
Hilis House

Amnherst MA 01003
(413) 5352155

Apral 16, 1987

Amherst, MA 01003
Dear _ _ .. -

I have undertaken a study to determine how the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst serves undergraduates who are 25 years of
age or older. The University is cooperatfng with this effort in
order to learn how to improve nolicies and practices that serve
this adult population.

Will you pleasz spend a few minutes filling out the enclosed
survey form? I know that you are very busy, but your opinions are
very important. I am asking only one out of every nine UMass
undergracuates who are 25 or older to respond to this survey.

The form is a standardized one, s0 it asks for some kinds of
background information which are not relevant to my study. I have
marked an "X" through the items I don’t need, to save you some
time. You’ll find a alip of paper folded inside the form; on it
there 18 a special question for the "comments and suggestions”
space on the back page.

A number stamped on the form 18 for follow-up and research
purposes only. Under no circumstances will individual names or
opinions be revealed. Only group data are meaningful to this
study. (I am also seeking opinions from other groups -- faculty,
advisors, and heads of sexrvices guch as the financial aid office
and the library. All of this information, whea I put it together
and analyze it, w 11 be the subject of my doctoral dissertation.)

For your convenience, a stamped envelope is provided so that
you may return the form without folding ir. I would very much
appreciate your completing the form within a week (before the
hectic end of the semester comes any closer). If you have any
questions, please call me at my home number, 413-549-7263.

A UMass decal i8 enclosed as a small token of appreciation.

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to express your
opinion about the University’s services and practices.

Sincerely, z

Annette Greenland, Doctora® Student
Adult and Higher Educ *ion

Phe Utz aly o Mac e o1t 0 oo atlinmestive Ac ot quot Oppontarmty In inahon
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Completion-Rate Characteristics

Quantifiable Components of Instruments

Overall, in the quantifiable components of the instruments,
codable responses were provided in 96.3% of possible places by the 356
persons whose instruments contained usable data. Table 39 displays
completion rates for the quantifiable portions of the various instru-
ments in the study. "Completion" in this table is defined, for the
instruments received from university personnel, as any response codable
in the categories Yes, No, Rarely, Conditional Yes, or Other Comment
and for the Student Opinion Survey, as a machine-readable blackened
oval.

Some qualifications appiy to the table: (a) The six cptional items
under the heading "Student Development Approach” in the faculty instru-
ment are not included. (b) The possible-response total for data from
interviews of support-service heads takes into account that varying
numbers of questions from a 196-item repertoire were asked. Some
interviewees offered to send official printed materials rather than
respond directly to some questions. However, the 617 possible
responses listed in the table are only those which could later be
coded, as found in interview notes, by means of the numerical scheme
devised for unit-head, faculty, and advisor responses; information
retrievable from brochures and other materials received following
interviews was neither added to the oral respomses nor counted as part
o. item completion. (c) The completion rate of the DCE unit head is
comparatively low because she did not complete the unit-head-instrument
portion of the survey; however, she provided responses for 98% of the
158 support-service items (a total of 316 possible resporses) which
comprised the rest of the survey packet sent to hei. (d) In Section II
of the Student Opinion Survey, "College Services,” a blank is tallied
in Part A if the student does not indicate whether he/she has used the
service; a blank 1s tallied in Part B, the "satisfaction" responmse,
only if a student who has used the service does not blacken an oval on
the satisfaction scale. The "possible responses” total in Table 39
reflects this discrimination process. (e) Four students who did not
complete the quantifiable sections of the SOS account for much of the
incomplete student response; if the four are excluded, the completion
rate for the remaining 141 studeat respondents is 99.0%.

Non-Quantifiable Components of Instruments

Overall, more than 76% of unit heads, faculty, advisors, and
students wrote responses to open-ended questions, proportionately more
advisors and students than unit heads and faculty.

In tallies of responses by universitv persomnel to non-quantifia-
ble components of instruments, such enties as questicn marks and
single words were counted as responses, while lone dashes or dots were
not. Comparisons of the characteristics of commenting with non-com-
menting unit heads, faculty, and advisors were not made.
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Representation in written comments according to the university major
of adult students i- somewhat uneven, but did not seem to affect
conclusions drawn from content analysis of the written material. All
four respondents who are BGS Majors (100%) supplied responses to the
open-ended question, compared to 85.3% oZ Other Majors and 75.3% of UWW
Majors. Representation according to student gender and full-/part-time
status is approximately equivalent to the proportions of those charac-
teristics in the respondent group: 82% of full-time-student respondents
and 79% of part-time student respondents wrote comments; 78% of male
and 82% of female student respondents wrote comments. Of the four
students who returned instruments but did not complete the usage and
satisfaction components, two (one UWW Major and one Other Major) pro-
vided written responses to the open-ended question.

Table 39
Completion Rates of Quantifiable Components
of Survey Instruments

Respondent Group N Possible Responses Number and Percent
- Completed*
Unit heads 48 4,512 4,349 96.47%
Faculty 91 6,461 %% 6,181 95.6
Advisors 49 3,430 3,367 98.2
Support—service heads 23 617 604 97.9
Adult-unit heads:
DCE 1 410 310 75.6
UWW 1 388 387 99.7
Students 145 10,493 10,131 96.6
Totals 358 26,311 25,329 96.3

*"Completion” is here defined, for university personnel instruments, as
a response codable as Yes, No, Rarely, Conditional Yes. or Other Com—
ment; for students, as a blackened oval, one per .tem, readable by the
instrument publisher’s scoring equipment.

**Optional items (Student Development Approach section) not included
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Table 40
Data Used in Correlation Calculations

Spring 1987 Enrollment

School~-College- Unit Head Unit ..ad Faculty Faculty Advisor Advisor

Faculty Unit Total Percent 25 and older Proponence Usage Proponence Usage* Propomence Usage
CAS 3,834 3.7 - - - - 85.7 58.1
HFA 2,278 9.5 54.2 31.4 62.5 28.7 67.4 51.6
NSM 1,304 8.9 58.7 36.2 71.4 28.0 52.8 45.7
SBS 2,848 5.3 47.2 27.7 75.8 38.9 52.8 14.3
EDU** 697 12.3 93.6 49.6 82.4 52.0 88.6 72.8
ENG 1,918 ' 10.1 1.1 36.2 70.2 30.7 80.0 65.7
FNR 2,434 6.9 6 .8 29.1 74.6 30 5 78.1 61.0
HSC 362 19.6 80.1 45.4 81.6 55.9 80.0 41.4
MGT 2,068 2.2 53.2 28.7 58.8 36.0 haboled bl
PHE 569 4.4 49.6 24.8 LA L2 24 tre T3]

18,659 7.0

*Faculty tctal usage scrres are those which correspond to faculty proponence scores; usage scores for Sections VI
and VII, v ich contain no proponence qu~s iomns, are not included here

**University Wwithout Walls enrollment is not included in the EDU figure used in these comparisons

***These figures represent one respondent each, and thus are not displayed here for confidentialicy reasons; they
were, however, used in the correlation ~alculations
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Summary of Student Groups with Significantly Differing Mean
Satisfaction Scores for Key Services and Environmental Aspects (n=141)

Table 41

Degree clas- Age Group Racial Group Gender Enrollment National
sification Status Norma Group/
Local Group
UWW/BGS/UTH* 25-29/30~-39/ WH/NON-WH/PNR* M/F Part-time/
40 & over Full-time
5 (of 10) Key College Services
Academic advising services UWW > OTH % PT > FT
Career planning services PT > FT
Financial aid services WH > NON-WH
Student employment services WH > NON-WH
College orientation program PT > FT
14 (of 20) Key Aspects of College Environment
Course content in major field Lid
Attitude of faculty toward studeats UWW > OTH 40+ > 25-29 F>M PT > FT NAT > LOC
30-39 > 25-29
Flexibility to design program of study UWW > OTH 40+ > 25-29 F>M PT > FT 1LOC > NAT
30-39 > 25-29
Availability of advisor UWW > OTH 40+ > 25-29 F>u PT > FT LOC > NAT
30-39 > 25-29
Value of advisor information UWW > OTH 40+ > 25-29 F>M PT > FT
College catalogadmissions publications NAT > LOC
(continued)
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Table 41, continued

Degree clas- Age Group Racial Group Gender Enrollmcnt National
sification Status Norm Group/
Local Group
UWW /BGS/OTH* 25-29/30-39/ WH/NON-WH/PNR* M/F Part-time/
40 & over Full-time
Availability - € desired
courses at suitable times OTH > UWW NAT > LOC
Concern for student as individual UWW > OTH PT > FT NAT > LOC
Non-teaching staff s attitude toward
students * WH > NON-WH NAT > LOC
Racial harmony at this college OTH > UWw NAT > LOC
Opportuni ties for ntudent employment 25-29 > 30-39
Student government NAT > LOC
Campus media 40+ » 25-29 LOC > NAT
30-39 > 25-29
This college in general 40+ > 2. -29 Wi > NON-WH
40+ > 3(-39 PNR > NON-WH

*UWW, University Without Walis majors; BGS, Bachelor of General Studies majors (Division of Continuing tducation); OTH, ma-
jors in other school, college, and taculty organizational units; WH, Caucasian/white; NON-WH, all cther racial categories;

PNR, “prefer not to respond.”

#*Significant intragroup differences, but relationship of subgroups not specified by a posterjori contrasts

ERIC
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CLIMATE SCORES FOP PRACTICES IN THREE SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Score is calculated from number of persons answering in dual-response
format (see Chapter IV, pp. 227-229). For example, .Y signifies that
respondent answered "Yes" to “"Are you a proponent of this practice?”
and "Yes" to "Is this your department’s practice?” Number in "Msg"
(missing) column signifies persons who gave partial or ambiguous
answers or left the item blank.

Climate Score = 4 (No. YYs) + 3 (No. YNs) + 2 (No. NYs) +
1 (No. NNs) + 0 (Msg)

Practices at top of 1list are in "warm" climate for maintenance or
adoption, practices at bottom of list in "cool" climate.

NOTE: Climate scores are not standardized across the three instruments,
so can be compared cnly by order in rank, not by numerical value. Some
practices are in greatly abbreviated form below and in the two follow-
ing 1ists. See Tables 3-5 (pp. 110-118) or Tables 7-9 (pp. 125-134)
for more complete wording.

Table 42
Climate Scores: Practices in Instrument Sent to Unit Heads (n=48)

YY YN NY NN Msg Climate

Score
Making academic advising avaii in dept 47 1 191
Accepting other colls” day credit as equal 46 2 184
Monitoring student progress in dept 37 10 1 178
Design”g dept brochures to show structure 36 11 1 177
Making Honors, other accel avail in dept 36 8 3 1 171
Maint good referral network w/oth advsg 34 11 1 2 170
Offering courses through Div Cont Ed 38 3 2 3 2 168
Holding fac discsn abcut stu completinon 25 19 4 161

One standard deviation above the mean

Accepting Div Cont Ed credit as equal 38 5 5 157
Accepting other cont ed credit as equal 36 2 6 4 154
Maint good referral network w/remed progs 20 23 [ | 153
Sched some courses longer,less freq mtgs 28 10 2 6 2 152
Offering trad courses via indep study 30 7 10 1 151
Having ready avail irfo on retention rates 15 29 2 2 149
Scheduling some sections evenings/weekends 23 15 1 7 2 146
Collecting reasons stu drop ou. of dept 12 30 2 4 140
Allow”g stu to devel individ“z“d courses 19 . 10 2 137
Making some effort to attract adult stu 13 24 8 3 132
Awarding credit via special dept exams 21 11 14 2 131
Addressing stu learn styles in fac disesn 13 23 9 3 130

(continued)
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Table 42, continued

YY
Design”g dept brochures show age diversity 9
Maint peer assistance prog in dept 6
Offering trad courses off-campus 10
Offering remed courses/progs in dept 9

Offering trad courses in media-deliv format 5
Making prog completn poss after 4 pm/wknds 13

Offering help to stu in portfolio devel 10
Making advising avail evenings/weekends 11
Spons/partic in staff wksp re adult needs

Award credit other ways for non-col lrng 9
Making »-. stu prng compltn poss in 10 sem 10
2pplying credit from CLEP exams 12
Making remed progs avail evenings/weekends 5
Making advising avail off campus 8
Making remed progs avail in media format 5
Applying credit from CEEB/AP exams 11

Recos fac work w/adult stu vid reward syst 2
One standard

Offering entire program off campus 5
Making remed progs avail off campus 1
Offering entire program in media-deliv form 3
Applying credit from PEP exams 6
Offering trad courses via ¢ rresp study
Offering entire prog via cor~esp study
Offering entire prog via indep study 1
Applying credit via NY Regents” exams
Applying credit via ACE milit equiv guide
Applying credit via ACE train“g equiv guide

33305

YN

27
29

19
18
26
14
16
15
27
11
14

6
16

9
16

7
15

NN

13
20
12
14
18
17
18
21
10
21
19
27
18
19
28

Msg Climate

Sco.e

125
121

Mean (114)

5

—
W O YOSV WwL s W

112
112
110
108
106
106
99
9%
92
87
87
86
86
84
81

deviation below the mean

AOAN—=OP OO

1

32
26
34
22
40
45
44
24
24
24

—
N — 8 o e

18
18

72
66
64
61
52
51
51
45
42
42




Table 43
Climate Scores: Practices in Instrument Sent to Faculty (n=91)

YY YN NY NN Msg Climate

Scece*
Supervising indep ctudy course 72 11 4 4 325
Advsg about course subs, flex in curric (6 13 9 3 312
Varying deliv mode in class re lrng prefs 64 11 10 6 299
Teaching interdisciplinary courses 42 41 6 2 297
Varying role in classtovm dep stu needs 61 11 1 12 6 291
Teaching course with indiv lrng co - tracts 51 24 14 2 290
Teach’g course w/experiential lrng compnt 49 27 1 11 3 290
Varying structure in class dep stu neecds 59 13 15 4 290

One standard deviation above the mesan

Giving pos consid to adult stu experiemce 63 7 1 7 1 284
Helping adult stu plau indiv’z“d majors 43 34 8 6 282
Teaching evening/weekend courses 32 44 12 3 272
Serving as UWW sponsot/evaluator 33 39 1 14 4 265
Teaching self/unit-init°d course via DCE 22 55 9 5 262
Being avail for advsg appts after hours 43 17 3 20 8 249

Mean (242)
Teaching response course via DCE 8 65 13 5 240
Working w/adult stu in govt 'l agencies 22 45 16 8 239
Partic in nat/reg conf re how stu learn 17 46 1 24 3 232
Working w/adult stu in business/industry 22 41 20 8 231
Partic in loc wksp re stu needs, assessmt 18 45 23 5 230
Working w/adult stu in human serv agencies 15 50 18 8 228
Giving pos consid to adult utu age 45 5 3 26 12 227
Design"g course to build on stu 1life exp 33 20 30 8 222
Partic in nat/reg conf re adult col stu 7 55 1 246 4 219
Teaching course at off-campus location 14 43 26 8 211
Teaching other competency-based course 23 32 22 14 210
Helping stu devel portfolio for red demo 20 33 1 28 9 209
Undertaking spec rdg about adult col stu 11 44 29 7 209
Partic in nat/reg conf re stu assessment 14 41 1 27 8 208
Working w/adult stu in oth colls” con. ed 8 51 23 9 208

Une standard deviation below the mean

Leading nat/reg/loc efforts re adult stu 7 46 32 6 198
Teaching, etc., adult stu in "other” orgs 16 37 22 16 197
Advising students at off-campus locations 19 28 2 32 10 196
Undertaking research/service re adult stu 11 4l 25 14 192
Teaching a course via corresp study 17 1 65 8 118

*Climate s:ores obtained for one instrument are not standardized with
those for the other two instruments in the set.

NOXTZ: Three "recognition” and six "student development approach” items
for which only one response was requested are not included in this
list.
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Table 44

Climate Scores: Practices in Instrument Sent to Advisors (n=49)

Y

Provid“g iafo re pers/career couns sources 48
Provid”g info re oth advsg sources

Collecting demographic data re advisees

Collecting stu descriptive data

Collecting data on prev learning exper

Collecting stu progress data
**Advsg stu about flex in curriculum

Advsg stu about credit via indep study
Advsg stu about credit via interdis course
**Helping stu plan individ“z”d majors

via DCE courses
consid nds of all

Advsg stu about

credit

Design”g advsg prog to

Advsg stu about
Advsg stu about
Advsg stu about
Advsg stu about
Advsg stu about
Advsg stu about

credit
crec =
credit
credit
credit
credit

via exper lrng crs
via spec dept exams
via CLEP exams
via UWW courses

via CEEB/AP exams
via off-campus prg

48
44
44
43

YN
1

5
3
4

NY NN Msg Climate

Score*

195
194
191
186
185

One standard deviation above the mean

Collecting stu academic needs data

**Par:iic in wksp re adult learning/-ers
**Undertaking special reading re adult stu
Having persons in unit w/spec trng/rdg
**Taking lead role in oth advsrs” lrng

Collecting stu personal needs data

Making part of advsg prcg avail eve/wkrds
Collecting stu socioeconomic data

Advsg stu about courses in media formats
Using computer—assisted advsg for adults
Advsg stu about credit via corresp study
Making some advising avail off campus
Advsg stu about equiv credit for milit
Collecting other situational data

Advsg stu about equiv credit for training
Advsg stu about NY Regents” exam credit

42
44
42
42
43
42
38
40
33
33
33
28
34
33

7
12
13
10
18

9
17

—
PP W NNWONO = — N -

30
22
18
22
10
23

6

2

O A P NN

—

9
10
16
15
17
11
25

182
181
180
180
179
175
174
172
165
161
159
156
154
154

Mean (143)

— N P e BN

131
126
122
121
119
118
111

One standard deviation below the mean

Advsg stu about credit via PEP exams

7
3
12
7
10
11
8
5
14

17
22

6
12
10

6
12
15
14

—

NN

21
15
27
24
16
26
14
15
12

3
8
3
4
10
5
13
12

9

100
93
93
90
90
88
86
84
68

*Climate scores obtained for one instrument are not standardized with
those for the other two instruments in the set.

**In'’vidual-advisor practices; the others are advising-unit practices.
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Content Analysis Procedures




CATEGORIZATION AND CODING SCHEMc. FOR RESPONSES
TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS (UNIT HEADS, FACULTY, ADVISOKS)

Responses of unit heads, faculty, and advisors to open-ended
questions were content-anaiyzed. The initial sort of responses
consisted of typing thk~m onto index cards in six subsets according to
their location on the instrument: "university mission,” "department
mission,” and "other comment" (unit howuds, faculty); “purpose,”
"change,” and "other commen’ (advisors). The resulting set of 338
cards comprised 80 unit-b sponses, 158 faculty responses, and 1(J
advisor responses. _ixteen responses whose content clearly indicated
that they belonged in one of the other locations were reclassified.
The numb~rs of respondents listed in Tables 36-39 in Chapter IV re-
flect the reclassification. A card-numbering system provided an addi-
safeguard of confidentiality (beyond the iustrume.t-numbering system).

Categories were developed from the responses in each of the sub-
sets. A four-digit code was established for each subset, the first
digit representing the gen -al tonme (positive, neutral, negative) of
the response and remaining digits representing categories of specific
content.

Measures of inter-coder reliability were sought for the categori-

zation schemes. Another doctoral student ("second coder"”) was in-
structed in the method used to derive the schemes; approximately 10% of

the cards from each set were used as training sets. Some definitions
were clarified t rough discussion. The second coder then caded approxi-
mately 25% of each subset. Disagree onts were discussed and a few
further modirications mide in definitions. For thos: schemes in which
modificarions were made, the second cof :r coded from 25% to all of the
remaining responses. Inter-coder reli. bility statistics were obtained
before and after final modifications by using Scott”s Pi (Scott, 1955).

One measure of inter-coder reliability (.53) is low by conven-
tional standards and thus bears explanation. In the "department mis-
sion” categorization scheme (attached). among the subce “egories of
reasons that the uvniversity’s mission includes service to adults, is a
definition giving type of institution (state, land-grant, university)
as a reason. The principal! coder held to a conservative inference,
requiring the v-rd ""ecause” or a clear sense of it in the response
before placiu.g it in this subcategory. The second coder felt that just
the occurrence of the word "university" in the response justified
placing it In the subcategory. The difference in breadth of inference
was not resolved, hence the low reliability figure.

The six categorization schemes are attached. Judgments were made
in order from Jeft to rjght. Final inter-coder reliability statistics
have been added at the vottoms of the c>lumns.

When content analysis findings were prepared for reporting in
Chapter IV, the subcategories in columns 2, 3, and 4 which represented
fewer than 10% of the respondent group were ccllapsed into "miscella-
neous other" sutcategories.
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CODING SCHEME - STATEMENTS ABOUT UNIVERSITY MISSION

Survey question:

Department/division chairs/heads, faculty

“As spokesperson for your department, how do you interpret this
University’s mission as it relates, either explicitly or implicitly, to the develop~

ment or delivery of programs and services to adulc students?”

Column 1:
Overall tone
of comment

Column 2: REASONS
(UMags“s missior
includes servi 2
adults because.. .

Column 3: EMPHASES,
MANIFESTATIONS (mission
includes service to
adults, in this mani-
festation or with this
emphasis)

Column 4: CON-
STRAINTS, CON-
DITIONS (UMass”s
mission includes
adults but within
constraints)

1 -~ generally
positive, 1i.e.,
mission includes
service to
adults

2 - neutral com-
ments; doesn’t
know; too little
information to
class’fy as pos.
or nes. concern-
ing service to
adules

3 -~ generally
negative, ie.,
sees no UMass
mission to serve
adults

0 -~ blank

1 ... of the kind of
institution it 1is
(university, public,

state, land-grant)

2 ... age isn’t the
discriminating factor
determining cli-
entele (i.e., all stu-
dents should have same
treatment, opporunity)

0 - (no reason given)

9 -~ more than | reason
given

INTERCODER RELIABILITY:

.91

.85

1 - certain kinds of
programs, training,
approaches

2 - peed for flexibi-
lity/adaptation towards
individuals (rules,
access, methods)

3 - support (genecal
support or specific
support services)

4 ~ Improvement or
extra effort needed
to meet this mission

S5 - This mission is in-~
creasing 1a importance

0 - no special em~
phasis mentioned

9 - more than | cate-~
gory of emphasis
mentioned

.78

3403 7 3

1 - if adults
meet criteria
(e.g., are quali-
fied/motivated,
come to campus)

2 - 1f or as
demog-aphics or
demand dictate

3 - Resource con-
straints deter-
mine extent of
service

4 -~ Traditional
functions, qua-
lity. staudaids
must be main-
tained (pacallel
concept)

5 =~ Demands of
profession or
discipline are
higher priority
(hierarchy con-
cept)

0 - no constraint
or condition
given

9 -~ more than 1
category of con-~
strainc or con~
dition

mentionad

1.0




CODING SCHEME -~ STATEMENTS ABOUT DEPARTMENT MISSION

Department /division chairs/heads, faculty

Survey question.

"How do you interprec your department ‘s mission as it relates,

either explicitly or implicitly, to the deselopment or delivery of programs and

services to adult students?”

Column 1: Column 2: REASONS
Overall tone (Dept”s mission
of comment includes service to

adults because...)

Column 3: EMPHASES,
MANIFESTATIONS (Dept’s
mission includes ser-
to adults, in these
manifestations or with
this emphasis)

Column 4: CON-
STRAINTS, CON-
DITIONS (Dept”s
mission includes
adults but withiu
constraints)

I ... of the kind of
institution Umass is
(university, public,
state, land-grant)

1 - generally
positive, {i.e.,
dept. mission
includes ser-
vice to adults

2 - neutral com-
ment; doesun’t
know; too little
information tc
classify pos. or
neg.

2 ... age 1sn"t the
discriminating factor
in determining cli-
entele ({.e., all stu-
dents shouid have same
treatment)

3 ... of the kind of
dept. or school it is

3 - generally
negative. i.e.,
no dept. mis~
sion to serve
adults

0 - blank 0 - no reason given

9 - more than | reason
given

INTERCODER RELIABILITY:

.87 .53

ERIC
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1 - certain kinds of
programs, training,
approaches, attitudes
in dept. re adults

< ~ need for flexibi-
lity/adaptation towards
students as individuals

(rules, access, methods)

3 - support (general
support, specific sup-
port services)

4 - Improvement or ex-
tra effort needed
to meet this mission

5 - This mission is

increasing in im-
portance

6 ~ Adults are
desirable students

0 - no special em-
phasis mentioned

9 - wore than ! cate-
gory of emphasis
mentioned

.95
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1 = 1f adules
meet criteria
(e.g., are qua-
liZied/motivated,
come to campus)

2 - 1{f or as
demographics or
demand dictate

3 - Resource
constraints de~
termine extent
of service

4 - Traditional
functions, qua~
lity, standards
nust be main~
tained (parallel
concept)

5 - Demands of
profession or
discipline remain
top priority (hi-
erarchy concept)

6 - Effort is of
indiv. faculty
rather than
dept. policy

7= Service is
limited primarily
to graduate
students

0 - no constraint

or condition
given

9 - more than |

category of con-
straint or con-

dition

ment ioned

.89



Survey item: "Please use the space below, or added si.eets,

CODING SCHEME - OTHER COMMENTS

Department/division chairs/heads, faculty

supplementary comments concerning survey items."

for any clarifying or

Column 1:
Overall tone of
comment

Column 2: Personal
situation

Coluun 3: Special
characteristics of
adults

Column 4: Ele-
ments of the
survey

1 ~ generally
positive regard-
ing survey items

2 - neutral or
unclassifiable
as pos. or neg.
regarding survey
items

3 - generally
negative re-
garding survey
items

0 - made no
comment in
the space

! = comment gbout own
s!tuation, assignmant;
involvement with :dults
stated or implied

2 - comment about own
situation, assignment;
involvement with adults
neither stated nor
implied

0 - made no comment
about personal gitua-
tion

INTERCODER RELIABILITY:

1.0

.91

! ~ mentloned positive
character!stics or in-
fluence of adults

2 - meatloned charac-
teristic or influence of
adults ~- peutral or
having both pos. and
neg. components

3 - mentioned nroblems
or negative character-~
istic of adults

0 - made no comment
about adult charac~-
teristics

.8/

1 -~ positive
comment .bout
particular as-
pect of survey

2 - neutral
comment abrut
particular as-
pect of survey

3 - negative
comment about
particular as-
pect of survey

0 - did not
comment on
survey form
or study

1.0




CODING SCHEME ~ RESPONSES TO QUESTION ABOUT i URPOSE OF ADVISING UNIT
Academic advisors

Survev question: “How do you inte:r rot the purpose of your advising unit as it
relates to age diversity among undergraduates?”

Column 1: Column 2: APPROACH Column 3: SPECIAL Column 4: CON-
Overell tone or STANCE of unit ASPECTS, DUTIES STRAINTS, CGN-
of comment (pnilusophy, policy) OF UNIT (“"evidence”) DITIONS related
to unit practice
1 - generally 1 - help all students, 1 - promote/manage 1 - Resource
positive con- studerts in general programs especially constraints must
cerning atten- ("group” concept) suited to adult students be considered
tion to age di-
versity

2 - treat every student 2 ~ use approaches
as individual case especially suited to
("individual® concept) adult st:dents

2 - unclassifi~ 3 - unit has explicitly 3 - one or more staff 2 - Requirs-
able as positive stated sensitivity to has special training ments, standards
or negative con- adult students re advlt students aust be observed

concerning at-

tention to age

diversity; neu- 3 - Few or no

tr.l; don”t know adults seek
unit’s services

3 - generally
ncgative concern-
ing atteantion to
age diversicy

,

0 - blank 0 - did not comment 0 - named no special J - named no
on unit’s approach aspects of unit constraints or
conditions
9 - named more thar
one special aspect 9 - named more
of unit than one con-
straint or con-
dition
INTERCODER REI.IABILITY:
.82 .70 .77 1.0

o U3,
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CODING SCHEME - RESPONSES TO QUESTION ABOUT CHANGES IN ADVISING UNITS
Academic advisors

Survey question:

“1f you were to change your unit’s advising program to make it more

responsive to the needs of adult undergraduate students, what ONE ASPECT would you

change first?”

Coluan 1:
Overall tone
of suggested
change(s)

Column 2: TYPE OF
CHANGE (use this col-
for last type of change
1! ted)

Column 3: TYPE OF

CHANGE (use this c»lumn
if more than one type

of change is listedi)

Column 4: CON-
STRAINTS, CON-
DITIONS ‘n con-
sidering change

1 - generally a
positive change
(i.e., tovard
more regponsive-
ness to needs of
adult u.g.’s)

2 - unclassifiable
as positive or
negative regarding
responsiveness to
needs of adult
u.g."s; neutsal;
don”t know; N/A

3 - generally
negative (i.e.,
not tending toward
more responsive-
ness to needs of
adult u.g.’s)

0 - blank

1 - gstaff changes:

more staff,

more training for existing staff

2 - expanded hours

3 - special prograns/services/
procedures guited to adult students

4 - more or better publicity or

information

0 - comment does
not include 3ug-
gesticy for change

INTERCODER RELIABILITY:

1.0

1.0

0 - no 2nd change
listed

9 - more than 2
categories of change
are listed

.91

344 377

1 - Resource
constraints must
be considered

2 - Require-
ments, stand-
ards must be
okserved

3 - Pew or no
adults seek
unit’s services

0 - no con-
straint or
condition
mentioned

9 = more than
one constraint
or condition
ment ioned

1.0
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Survey stimulus:

CODING SCHEME ~ OTHER COMMENTS
Academic Advisors

"Please use the space below for any clarifying or supplementary
couments concerning survey ftems.”

Coluan 1:
Overall tone

Colunn 3: SITUATION
OF LARGER UNIT (dept.,
university)

Column 2: PERSONAL
SITJATION OR VIEW

Column 4: CON-
CONSTRAINTS,
CONDITIONS

of comment

1 - generally
positive con-
cerning survey
itens

2 - peutral,
N/A, unclassifi-
able as positive
or negative in
context, con-
cerning survey
iteas

3 - generally
negative con-
cerning survey
items

0 - Blank

1 -~ personal situation; 1 ~ department or univ.

involvement with adults situation; relevance

stated or implied to adults stated or
implied

2 - personal situacion; 2 - department or univ.
involvement with adults situaticn; relevance
neither stated nor to adults neither stated
implied nor implied

0 - no comment on
dept. or univ. gituation

0 - co comment on
personal situation

INTERCODER RELIABILITY:

1.0

1.0 .79

375
345

1 - Resource
constraints
must be con-
sidered

2 - Require-

ments, stand-
ards must be

observed

3 - Few or no
adults are
served by unit

4 - Survey has
limitations or
flaws

0 - no comment
on constraints

9 - more than
oue constraint
or condition
mentfoned




CONTENT ANALYSIS PROCEDURES FOR STUDENT RESPONSES
TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTION

Respenses of adult undergraduates to an open-ended question
inviting suggestions for changes in university attitu: 2s, vehaviors,
policies, and practices were content-analyzed. Responses were
photocopied in order to separate the information from the rest of the
instrument; identification numbers were written on t - backs of sheets
as a safeguard against unconscious bias in judgments of content.

An initial attempt was made to develop categories of change en-
tirely from the response themselves, in a procedure similar to that
devised for the open-ended-question responses of unit heads, faculty,
and advisors. However, the resulting student-comment categories--Aca-
demic, Academic/Administrative, and Supsort Services/Approaches--con-
tained too much overlap and too many small categories. Although useful
in initial sorting, the scheme was discarded.

More satisfactory was an adaptation of a "barriers to participa-
tion"” model described by Cross (1981, op. 97-108), who synthesized
findings from several studies of poten.!al participants in various
kinds of adult education, notab., a national survey conducted for the
Commission on Non-Traditiomal Study (Carp, Peterson, and Roelfs, 1974).
Cross concluded that

Obstacles can be classified under three headings:
situational, institutional, and dispositional barriers.
Situz*tional barriers are those arising from one’s
situation in life at a given time. [They include] [1]ack
of time due to job and home responsibilities . . . ,
[i]lack of money . . . , [and] [1)ack of child care. . . .
Institutional barriers comsist of all those practices

and procedures that exclude or discourage working ad-lts
from participating in educational activities -- incon-
venient schedules or locations, full-time fees for part-
time study, inappropriate courses of study. . . .
Dispositional barriers are those related to attitudes

and self-perceptions about oneself as a learmer . . . .
(p. 98)

Because those surveyed in the studies synthesized by Cross were
potential participants in awult education, in contrast to those in the
present study, who are enrolled, degree-seeking students, the first
adaptation was from the "barriers” comcept to an "obstacles to satis-
faction” model. The second major adaptation was to shift the locus of
attitudes under her third heading outside the student--that is, to
attitudes of others, primarily because the open—ended question invited
changes in attitudes of this institution toward adult students. This
latter category was renamed an attitudinal category of suggested
changes. Finally, Cross’s institutional category was moved to the
position of first content judgment and renamed an institutional/proce-
dural category.
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The three most commonly-cited barriers grouped hv Cross u er
institutional and situational headings were selected as tentative pre-
liminary subcategories in ithe first two content categories. Then the
sorting of student responses was undertaken. Additional subcategories
were developed from the responses themselves, and the scope and/or
wording of predetermined subcategories somewhat modified.

Iwo attempts at constructing the "new" attitudinal category were
necessary to develop a satisfactory set of suhcategories. Depending on
the emphasis in the student’s remarks, suggestions for attitude changes
were classified according either to the perceived source or content of
the attitude. An additional subcategory was established for those
suggestions which did not cpecify attitude source or content.

As was the case with the university personnel responses to open~
ended questions, a four-digit c.de was established for student respon-
ses. The first digit represented the presence or absence of suggested
changes and the overall tone of the context (if any) surrounding the
suggestions. The second, third, and fourth digits represented subcate-
gories under Institutional/Procedural, Situational, and Attitudinal
categories, respectively. Where a response seemed applicable to more
tthan one category, the dominant theme guided judgment.

The number of suggested changes in student responses ranged from
none to 10. Because students were asked which two aspects they would

change first, a maximum of two suggestions was recorded for each
respondent. The two were either thos. clearly marked "1" and "2" (or

"first” and "second"”) or the first two identifiable in the text of the
response.

No outside or second coder was employed for judging student
responses. Rather, two coding periods separateu 'y a period of reflec-
tion were scheduled. The order in which responses sheets were coded
was c"inged in the interir. About 4% of judgments made in the first
perio. were revised in the second period.

Because all subcategories which were developed are listed in the
text, a separate classification scheme is not provided here. However,
same of the value-bearing words found in responses and used to guide
the first ("tone"”) judgments are listed below.

POSITIVE: satisfied, very efficient, exceptional, personal attention,
"thanks for asking,” very pleased, excellent, opportunity, positive,
proud, grateful, very impressed

NEGATIVE: dissatisfied, insult, lack of concern, tension, forced,
restricted, mandatory, affora, resent, inconvenience, lost, neither
desirable nor applicable, uncaring, rude, condescending, outrageous,
impossible, aggravating, careless, atrocious, stress, difficult status,
unacceptable, bias, discrimination, second-rate, afraid, "passing the
buck,"” “"royal run around”
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Hindsights

During the course of data analysis and organization ¢~ results
same limitations became apparent which were not anticipated in the
planning stages of the study. While their affects are assumed not to
be serious within the scope of the entire study, they are mentioned
here to inform those who may use the findings which are most closely
associated with the limitations, and to caution future researchers so
that they might revise their study designs accordingly.

Faculty Teaching Level

The lack of ready access to current teaching levels of faculty at
the time the faculty sample was selected was the impetus fcr requesting
that information from participants via the survey instrument. Eight of
91 respondents (about 9%) reported that they were teaching graduates
only and two (about 2%) reported that they were not teaching. These
two subgroups were excluded when data were statistically examined
according to teaching level, but their responses are combined with
those of the other respondents in the remaining aggregations, and their
interpretations of mission towards adults were content-analyzed along
with the rest. The effect on proponence differences is probably mini-

mal, since few significant proponence differences among faculty sub-
groups were found, but the presence of graduate-level-only faculty in

usage figures could hare skewed the extent of responsiveness to under-
graduates somewhat upward. In future studies which foc.~ only on
response to undergraduates, teaching level should be one .f the cri-
teria which determine exclusions from the sample.

Influence of Graduate-Level Usage

Related to the concern above is that some respondents, particular-
ly unit heads, likely approached certain of the usage questions ("Is
this your department”s practice?”) out of a broader sense of unit
activity than was requested of them. That is, despite the insertion of
the word undergraduate three times in i_-~rructions for completing the
instrumeut, there are indications in study data that the prevalence of
many of the named practices at the graduate level influenced some usage
responses. A clear example of this influence is the high rate of
reported usage of media-delivered instructional formats by College
of Engineering unit heads; closer exarination of the nature of this
activity reveals that the centerpiece of such formats is an off-campus
mast - -“s-degree program delivered via videotape to graduate engineers
at industrial locations. A second example is in the School of Educa-
tion, whose unit heads reported a high rate of offering off-campus
courses and programs. M -t off-campus programs in Fducation are de-
livered to graduate students, altbough occasionally undergraduates and
non-degree students are allowed to enroll.




One way to diminish a too-broad interpretation of usage in
future investigations would be to add a specification to the questionms
chosen for the dual response format: "Are you a proponent of using this
practice with undergraduates?” and "Is this a practice used with under-
graduates in your department?"

Common Areas of Practice

When proponence and usage of unit heads, faculty, and advisors
were statistically compared under common topic headings such as inde-
pendent study and off-campus advising, the justification for the exer-
cise was essentially that although each group’s fuuction differs, the
broad topic is a connecting theme, and thus the extent of proponence
and usazge for whatever is a group”s appropriate activity could be
compared. Differences in the amount of individual and group effort
involved in those practices were not brousht into the discussion. This
becomes a limitation only if such a comparison becomes the major focus
of a study, or if efforts are made at initiating change across the
institution only on the basis of these common-topic comparisons. For
example, an individual faculty member’s decision to accept evening
advising appointments is at a far different spot on a scale of effort
and complexity thaun an entire department’s decision to make the range
of its advising available after hours.

Multiple Statistical Analyses

Repeated one~way analyses of variance were performed on study
data--for example, on proponence and 3age scores for individual items
of practice. This choice of statistical approaches could have resulted in
considerable Type I error; that is, since in a-l analyses ther> was an
attempt to control Type I error at the .05 level, the multiple applica-
tions of the technique would have resulted by definition in five cases
(out of every 100) where sign. ficant differences were found erroneous~
ly. It is recognized here that multivariate techniques would have
avoided this multiple-testing difficulty, but with an associated cost.
Specifically, multivariate techniques require that an extremely large
rumber of parameters be estimated; the sizes of the samples required to
estimate sufficiently a large number of parameters would be at least
“enfold greater than the number available in the populations of
interest to this study.
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